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This sequential mixed methods study addressed the need for research that both described 
and explained how teachers of varying experience respond to administrative evaluative 
feedback. Formative evaluation theory of Scriven and professional growth models of 
Steffy and Fessler served as theoretical models for data analysis. An online survey asking 
teachers how they changed their practices and what accounted for their response was 
received from 270 teachers in 1 Midwestern state. Of these, 9 teachers of varying 
experience were interviewed. The quantitative data showed that most teachers do not 
change practices on the 8 state teaching standards in response to feedback. An 
independent sample t test revealed statistically significant differences between teachers of 
varying experience in 3 standards: support of district goals, classroom management, and 
instruction. . An ANOVA found no significant effect between teaching experience and 
the length of time since the feedback was provided to the teacher. Qualitative data found 
a variety of social, personal, organizational, and student-based needs that accounted for 
teachers’ response to feedback. In teachers that made changes to practices, administrator 
suggestion was the most important factor, but conversations with colleagues were also 
important. However, most teachers did not receive formative feedback. Organizational 
factors such as state initiatives to change instruction influenced teachers of more 
experience than novice teachers. These findings can help administrators improve the 
formative effect of their feedback. Understanding how evaluative feedback leads to 
changes in teaching practices should improve feedback systems in schools across the 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study  
Educators, legislators, and parents have charged that evaluative feedback 
provided to teachers does not contribute toward improved teaching practices (Darling-
Hammond, 2013; Marzano, 2012; Weisberg, 2009). These groups advocate for evaluative 
feedback that both indicates if teachers are meeting basic proficiency standards 
established by states and fosters professional growth by providing suggestions for 
improvements to practices (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Donaldson, 2012; Marzano, 2012; 
Ramirez, 2010). For the purposes of this study, evaluative feedback is defined as written 
or oral assessment of teaching skills provided by administrators. However, at this time, 
research that indicates if teachers change their practices in response to evaluative 
feedback is needed. Without this data, the efficacy of evaluation systems cannot be 
adequately determined. It is the intent of this study to fulfill the need for research that 
determines if teachers respond to administrative evaluative feedback by changing 
teaching practices  
Current research on evaluative feedback predominantly measures teachers’ 
perceptions to feedback and has not examined changes to teaching practices (Despain, 
2012; Donaldson, 2012; Mahar, 2010; Marzano, 2012; Weisberg, 2009). Most research 
focuses on teacher responses to administrative feedback since this is the primary source 
of evaluative feedback in elementary and secondary schools in the United States 
(Gallagher, 2011). However, few studies exist that examine changes to specific teaching 






career.  The results of this study add to the literature by describing and explaining 
changes to teaching practices that teachers make in response to administrative feedback. 
Teaching practices in this study are defined as the teaching standards established by the 
state under study (Iowa Department of Education, 2013a). 
While this study focuses on only one state in the United States, the data should 
apply to all states across the country since evaluative feedback is part of every state’s 
evaluation system. The findings of this study are ultimately directed toward improving 
evaluative feedback nationwide by establishing if feedback affects teaching practices and 
what factors account for the way teachers respond to feedback. Improved feedback that 
leads to changes in teaching practices should lead to improved instruction and, ultimately, 
increased student learning. The field of teacher evaluation will benefit from additional 
data to support the development of various evaluation models that provide feedback from 
multiple sources. Researchers in the field will be able to use this data as they continue to 
investigate how peer and administrative feedback contribute to changes in teaching 
practices. Understanding the connection between feedback and change, or lack thereof, is 
another critical part of the research focus that will be useful to the field. 
In this chapter, the background literature will be summarized, the problem 
statement will be defined, and the purpose of this study will be explained. The research 
questions will be stated along with the accompanying hypotheses. The theoretical 
framework will be briefly summarized and established as the basis from which the 






methods study along with the plan for data analysis will be included. Finally, relevant 
definitions, assumptions, delimitations, and limitations will be defined and described. 
Background 
Most teachers desire formative evaluative feedback (Marzano, 2012), but find the 
evaluative feedback they get irrelevant and not useful to their practices (Anast-May, 
2011; Benedict, 2013; Darling-Hammond, 2013; Looney, 2011; Mahar, 2010, OECD, 
2009; Weisberg, 2009). Typically, teachers receive feedback that is more summative than 
formative containing few suggestions for improvement (Gallagher, 2011). While 
feedback that is formative is intended to improve instruction, feedback that is summative 
is typically used to ensure that the teachers are meeting state requirements (Marzano, 
2012). Formative feedback, for example, might provide a teacher with a specific teaching 
strategy to try in the classroom, while summative feedback might merely report on 
teaching strategies observed. While both types of feedback are necessary, Scriven (1993) 
wrote that it is the formative evaluative feedback that plays a role in improving 
individuals within an organization. The extent to which evaluative feedback from 
administrators and peers is formative can be determined by examining if teaching 
practices change as a result of this feedback (Scriven, 1993). In an attempt to understand 
if feedback is formative, researchers have examined teacher perceptions of feedback or 
student achievement after feedback is received. Mahar (2010) and Anast-May (2011) in 
their survey and observational studies, found that teachers perceive feedback as irrelevant 






change their practices as a result (Anast-May, 2011; Mahar, 2010). Daley and Kim 
(2010), in observational studies of over 1400 teachers in ten states, found modest 
improvements in student achievement after feedback was received, leading them to 
hypothesize that teachers might improve their teaching in response to feedback. 
However, few studies exist that have focused on changes to specific teaching practices in 
response to evaluative feedback. 
Most schools in the United States use a single source evaluation model that relies 
on administrative observation of teaching practices in the classroom on a periodic basis 
(Weisberg, 2009; Gallagher, 2011; Ramirez, 2010). In this model, teachers are evaluated 
once or twice a year (sometimes every three to five years) by their principal (Gallagher, 
2011). Evaluative observations typically last from twenty to sixty minutes (Darling-
Hammond, 2013). Typically, these evaluations are summative; that is, they are used to 
determine if the teacher meets minimum job standards and expectations and not linked to 
suggestions for growth (Weisberg, 2009). Reforms in teacher evaluation systems in 
response to recent changes to the No Child Left Behind legislation moved states to 
include multiple sources of feedback in teacher evaluation systems (Darling-Hammond, 
2013; Gallagher, 2011; Hazi, 2009; Humphrey, 2011). In these reformed systems, 
administrative feedback is supplemented with peer feedback, student test scores, and 
feedback from parents and students (Shackman, 2012; Darling-Hammond, 2012; Hensel, 
2008; Ho, 2013). Without data on how administrative feedback affects teaching practices 






formative effect of the additional feedback sources. Thus, there is a need for data that 
indicates if evaluative feedback affects changes in teaching practices. 
A few recent studies have asked teachers to report on changes they make in their 
work, but these have not focused on specific practices (Despain, 2012; Donaldson, 2012; 
Mahar, 2010). These few teacher survey studies indicate that focused feedback from an 
experienced and respected evaluator who engages in dialog with the teacher results in 
change (Anast-May, 2011; Daley & Kim, 2010; Donaldson & Peske, 2010; Rathel, 2008; 
Taylor & Tyler, 2012). In addition, these studies indicate that novice teachers respond 
differently to feedback than experienced teachers (Daley & Kim, 2010; Papay & Johnson, 
2012). 
Because the studies noted here do not focus on specific changes teachers make to 
their teaching practices, research is needed that focuses on these. While studies exist that 
examine how teaching skills and attitudes change over time, little is known about how 
they respond to evaluative feedback over the course of their career. This study addresses 
these gaps in the literature by providing data that tells the profession about how teachers 
changes their practices in response to administrative feedback as well as data that account 
for teacher responses to feedback. 
In summary, there is a lack of connection between evaluative feedback and 
growth in the teaching profession. Donaldson (2012) and Marzano (2012) found that 
teachers desire feedback that assists in improving practice while Despain (2012) and 






useful in promoting growth. Due to the lack of data that connects evaluative feedback to 
growth within the teaching profession, Mahar (2010) suggested that improvements be 
made to the evaluative feedback process that might increase its formative impact. 
Marzano (2011) found that little is known about if feedback leads to changes in practices 
and how evaluative feedback can achieve this effect. While the social, organizational, and 
personal factors that influence teacher behavior have been studied in the past (Al-Ahdal, 
2014; Maskit, 2011; Richter, 2011; Taylor & Tyler, 2012), few studies have examined 
how these might account for teacher responses to evaluation (Weisberg, 2009). Marzano 
(2010) emphasized that data is needed that can be used to improve the link between 
feedback and improvements to teaching. 
Problem Statement  
Little is known if teachers make changes to teaching practices in response to 
administrative feedback, or what accounts for their response. The aim of this research 
was to better understand if teachers make changes to teaching practices in response to 
administrative feedback and, if they do, what accounts for their response. Understanding 
if and how evaluative feedback leads to changes in teaching practices is critical to school 
personnel who establish evaluative feedback systems. These findings provide data that 
can be used to improve evaluative feedback in similar situations across the nation.  
Purpose 
 The purpose of this mixed methods study was to examine how teachers respond to 






quantitative data was collected in an online survey (see Response to Evaluation survey in 
Appendix A) and the qualitative data was obtained from both open-ended questions on 
the survey and teacher interviews. For the quantitative component teachers rated the 
amount of change they made in response to administrative feedback (as defined on the 
eight state teaching standards for the state under study) on a four-point scale on the 
Response to Evaluation survey. For example, a four represented adding or deleting a 
teaching practice added, while a zero represented no changes made in response to 
feedback. Thus, the independent variables were 1) the time since the teacher last received 
feedback (within the last year, last two years, and last three years), and 2) the experience 
of the teacher (0-3 years, 4-9, 10-14, 15 or more). The dependent variable was the 
amount of reported change on each State Teaching Standard. The data was analyzed to 
determine if a significant relationship existed between teachers’ responses to each 
standard and the years since their evaluation and their experience. For the qualitative 
component, the factors that account for teachers’ responses to evaluative feedback were 
explored using responses on both the open ended questions at the end of the survey and 
from teacher interviews. These include the personal, social, and organizational factors 
that support or inhibit change. An additional factor, student needs was added as the data 
was analyzed. 
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
A mixed methods approach was used in this study which asked both qualitative 







          Does administrative evaluative feedback change teaching practices in teachers in 
the state under study? What determines how teachers respond to evaluative feedback? 
Quantitative questions and hypotheses. 
RQ1 Do teachers change practices in response to evaluative feedback from 
administrators? 
H01: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard One. 
Ha1: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard One. 
H02: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Two. 
Ha2: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Two. 
H03: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Three. 
Ha3: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Three. 
H04: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 






Ha4: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Four. 
H05: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Five. 
Ha5: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Five. 
H06: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Six. 
Ha6: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Six. 
H07: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Seven. 
Ha7: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Seven. 
H08: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Eight. 
Ha8: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Eight. 
RQ 2 Does the amount of change to practices each of the eight State Teaching Standards 






H09: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard One and years of teacher’s experience. 
Ha9: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard One and years of teacher’s experience. 
H010: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Two and years of teacher’s experience, 
Ha10: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Two and years of teacher’s experience. 
H011: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Three and years of teacher’s experience. 
Ha11: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Three and years of teacher’s experience. 
H012: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Four and years of teacher’s experience. 
Ha12: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Four and years of teacher’s experience. 
H013: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Five and years of teacher’s experience. 
Ha13: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 






H014: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Six and years of teacher’s experience. 
Ha14: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Six and years of teacher’s experience. 
H015: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Seven and years of teacher’s experience? 
Ha15: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Seven and years of teacher’s experience. 
H016: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Eight and years of teacher’s experience? 
Qualitative question. 
 What do teachers report as factors that account for the changes, or lack thereof, in 
teaching practices as a result of administrative evaluative feedback? 
Theoretical Framework 
Notably referred to as one of the three founders of modern evaluation theory, the 
work of Michael Scriven (1991, 1993, 2013) set forth the branch of evaluation that Alkin 
(2013) labeled as the valuing branch. Influenced by the philosopher of science, Thomas 
Kuhn, Scriven advocated a paradigm shift in what he felt was a fundamental erroneous 
assumption in evaluation- that evaluators could, if they tried, produce feedback that is 
values-free (Alkin, 2013; Scriven, 1993). Reacting to German sociologist Max Weber’s 






contextual properties of people and things. As a result, Scriven criticized evaluators such 
as Guba and Lincoln’s (1989) descriptive evaluative feedback which he considered too 
relativistic (Scriven, 1993).  
Scriven’s insistence that evaluative feedback could not be values-free led him to 
make a clear distinction between formative and summative feedback, both of which he 
found essential to the practice of evaluation. In this insistence, he debated with noted 
evaluator and statistician, Lee Cronbach, who argued that summative evaluative feedback 
was secondary in importance to formative feedback (Alkin, 2013; Scriven, 1993). Scriven 
argued that value judgments in the form of summative feedback were essential on both 
practical and philosophical grounds (Alkin, 2013; Scriven, 1993). Much of Scriven’s 
theory on formative evaluation was developed in reaction to the criterion-referenced, 
objective tests developed by educational evaluators Thorndike and Tyler whom he felt 
ignored inherent problems with validity and reliability in such tests (Alkin, 2013; 
Scriven, 1993). Significant to this dissertation, is his criticism of teacher evaluative 
feedback which he felt served only a summative purpose because he viewed them as 
primarily criterion-referenced (Scriven, 1993).  
Evaluation theory of Scriven (1991) posits that feedback is formative if changes 
are made by the evaluatee in response to the evaluation. While organizational change was 
the primary focus of Scriven’s work, personnel evaluations were part of the process as 
well (Scriven, 1993). Formative evaluative feedback, according to Scriven, results in 






provided by an evaluator is only effective if it is useful to and utilized by the evaluatee in 
achieving organizational goals (Scriven, 1993). This consumer-based approach defined 
Scriven’s work as he aligned himself with the CIPP (Content, Input, Process, and 
Product) model of Stufflebeam (2007) and the utilization-focused model of Patton (Alkin, 
2013; Patton, 2002). This theory will be detailed in the next chapter and will serve as the 
basis for determining if evaluative feedback from administrators is formative.  
Models of professional growth in teaching (Fessler, 1992; Steffy, 2000) set forth 
the proposition that experience influences teachers’ responses to evaluative feedback. 
Specifically, the Life Cycle of the Career Teacher of Steffy (2000) and the Career Cycle 
(Fessler, 1992) both describe factors that influence teachers’ motivation to change over 
the span of their careers. These models of teacher growth were based on the descriptive 
theories of human growth by both Erikson (1960) and Maslow (1943). Both Erickson 
(1960) and Maslow (1943) described the personal and social contexts which moderate 
human development. Maslow (1943), described growth as a result of met or unmet needs, 
while Erikson (1960) described growth as a resolutive response to psychosocial crises. In 
addition to the works just mentioned, Steffy (2000) cited the writings of John Dewey on 
teacher motivation as an influence on her Life Cycle model. Fessler (1992) credited 
developers of adult stage models such as Levinson (Levinson, as cited in Steffy, 2000) 
and Sheehy (as cited in Steffy, 2000) with setting the foundation for his Career Cycle. 
The Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) teacher growth models are similar in that they 






social needs. Additionally, like the Erikson (1960) theory, these models link growth to 
experience. Both the Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) models will serve as explanatory 
frameworks from which to examine how social relationships, organizational pressures, 
and personal motivation and experience influence teacher responses to evaluative 
feedback. 
Scriven’s (1991) theory and the Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) models served 
as the theoretical frameworks for this study and are detailed in chapter two. These 
theories and models served as the basis from which the qualitative and quantitative data 
was analyzed. The quantitative questions listed above utilized both the Scriven (1991) 
theory and the professional growth models of Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992). The 
qualitative research question addressed teacher responses to evaluative feedback. The 
Fessler (1992) and Steffy (2000) growth models served as frameworks for analyzing and 
interpreting data from teacher interviews. 
Nature of Study  
This study was conducted using mixed methods research. In mixed methods 
research, qualitative and quantitative methods are combined and integrated in a single, 
multiphase study (Hanson et al. as cited in Hesse-Biber, 2010). Mixed methods allow 
quantitative, numerical data to be combined with words, pictures, and narrative 
increasing the generalizability of the findings (Hesse-Biber, 2010). There are a number of 
reasons to utilize mixed methods data collection and analysis. First, mixed methods 






because they provide both depth and breadth of information such as that which comes 
from analyzing teacher responses to evaluative feedback (Salehi, 2010). Second, mixed 
methods research is useful in studies that assess or evaluate program effectiveness which 
is the focus of formative feedback (Powell et al., 2008). Third, by integrating both 
qualitative and quantitative data, the researcher can both compare data and develop 
explanations as will be done in this mixed methods study (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003; 
Frels & Onwuegbuzie, 2013). Thus, mixed methods was appropriate for this study 
because it aims to assess the impact of evaluative feedback on teaching practices and 
provide explanations for teacher responses through both survey and interview data. 
In this research, teachers in one Midwestern state were asked in a survey to rate 
the extent to which they changed their teaching practices (as defined by their state’s 
teaching standards) in response to their most recent administrative feedback. In addition, 
teachers were interviewed to determine what factors accounted for their response to 
evaluative feedback. Responses were compared between the eight standards. In addition, 
responses were compared between teachers of varying experience. This mixed methods 
study allowed for both a quantitative analysis of teacher responses and yielded qualitative 
data that explained these responses.  
The Response to Evaluation survey was sent online to 5700 teachers whose email 
addresses were publically available in the state under study. A consent form was provided 
to all participants. In this forced choice survey, a list of the eight teaching standards 






the amount of change they made to each practice. The first eight hypotheses were tested 
using a two-tailed t-test and the last eight were subjected to a 3 X 2 ANOVA. The 
independent variables were 1) years of teaching experience, clustered into four groups 
(Group 1: 0-3 years, Group 2: 4-9, Group 3: 10-14, and Group 4: over 15), and 2) timing 
of evaluative feedback clustered into three groups (Group 1: less than a year ago, Group 
2: between one year and two years ago, Group 3: between two years and three years ago). 
However, due to the uneven response rate in the four experience groups, data was 
aggregated into two groups (less than ten years of experience and more than ten years) 
resulting in a 3 X 2 ANOVA. A combination of descriptive statistics, and tests of 
significance thus were used to determine: 1) the extent to which teachers changed their 
practices in response to evaluative feedback, and 2) if there is a relationship between the 
extent of changes to practices and years of experience, and 3) if the time since the last 
evaluation was a factor in the reported changed for each level of experience in each 
standard. 
Teachers who received the email invitation to participate in the study were given 
the opportunity to participate in the survey and the interviews (Appendix B). By clicking 
on one provided link, teachers were sent to SurveyMonkey to take the survey. By 
clicking on another link, they had the opportunity to provide contact information to be 
interviewed. Interview were schedules and informed consent was obtained (Appendix D). 
In the interviews, teachers were asked to tell what factors affected their responses to 






ended questions on the survey, content analysis was used (Patton, 2002; Fink, 2002). 
Qualitative analysis of the open-ended survey questions and the interview or focus group 
data was done to understand relationships between reported changes in teaching practices 
and feedback from administrative evaluations. Both inductive content analysis (Patton, 
2002; Fink, 2002) and contextualizing data into themes as suggested by Wolcott (1994) 
was done to analyze the qualitative data. The themes were contextualized by connecting 
them to the evaluation theory of Scriven (1993) to determine the extent to which the two 
evaluative sources (administrative and peer) are formative. In addition, since the 
receptivity of a teacher to change varies with experience (Steffy, 2000; Fessler, 1992), 
qualitative data was compared among teachers in the same experience groups. Qualitative 
data was compared to the quantitative data by comparing trends and tendencies 
(Creswell, 2013). 
Definitions 
 For the purposes of this research, terminology will be defined as follows: 
 Administrative evaluation-evaluative feedback specifically regarding teaching 
practices from an administrator (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). 
 Evaluand-the person, organization, or process being evaluated (Stufflebeam & 
Shinkfield, 2007). 







 Evaluative feedback-systematic, formal written comments that are a product of a 
formal personnel evaluation system (The Joint Committee, 2009) 
 Formative feedback- evaluative comments specifically regarding teaching 
practices written for the purpose supporting teacher growth and development 
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000). 
 Iowa Teaching Standards- a set of knowledge and skills that reflects the best 
evidence available regarding quality teaching (Iowa Department of Education, 
2013a). 
 Response to Evaluation Survey-the survey instrument used in this research for the 
purpose of determining if any Teaching Standards in the state under study are 
affected by evaluative feedback from administrators (adapted from Blank, 2001; 
Weisberg, 2009). 
 Teaching practices- set of knowledge and skills that reflects the best evidence 
available regarding quality teaching (Iowa Department of Education, 2013a). 
These are the teaching standards that will be used in the survey in this study. 
 Summative evaluation- evaluative feedback specifically regarding teaching 
practices that is used to determine the extent to which evaluatees are in 
accordance with the institutions purposes and goals (Darling-Hammond, 2013; 
The Joint Committee, 2009). 
Assumptions 






1. Teachers are knowledgeable about the Iowa Teaching Standards.  
2. The respondents answered honestly and accurately in the survey and 
interviews. This affects the accuracy of the findings.  
3. The principals completed the evaluation forms in a professional manner based 
upon the Iowa Teaching Standards. 
Ethical Considerations 
 Ethical conduct is important in any research project, especially one involving 
humans (Creswell, 2013). Ethics must be considered in every stage of the research 
process (Creswell, 2013). In this study, teachers were surveyed in an online survey. Some 
of the teachers were interviewed face-to-face, others on the phone or computer. All 
participation was voluntary, participants signed an informed consent form, and no one 
was compensated for their participation. All participants were assured that their responses 
would remain of anonymous and confidential. Online participants took the survey on 
SurveyMonkey (SurveyMonkey.com) which uses enhanced security measures to protect 
anonymity. Interviewees were not referred to by name and only by experience level or 
grade level at which they taught.  
 Interviews were conducted in convenient locations for the interviewees in secure 
spaces with comfortable conditions for conversation. Because formal evaluative feedback 
is confidential, the participating teachers were assured that the data would be only used to 






the opportunity to review transcripts and emerging themes, and understood that the data 
could be reported in public.  
Scope and Delimitations 
Scope  
Teachers in public schools in the state under study were surveyed and 
interviewed. Teachers invited into this study had to have received an administrative 
evaluation within the last three years. The interviewees were selected from those that 
volunteered and as many as time allowed were interviewed. 
Delimitations  
There are a number of delimitations to this study. Only teachers in the state under 
study were participants. Teachers in pre-school or college faculty were be part of this 
study. Only teachers who received administrative feedback in the last three years were 
able to complete the survey and participate in interviews. Teachers in both public and 
parochial school were conducted since both are subject to state requirements for teaching. 
Teacher responses in larger or smaller districts might yield different results due to the 
closeness of their relationship with their administrators and colleagues. Teachers in small 
districts may have the opportunity to work more closely with their administrator in the 
feedback process. In addition, the size of the district may influence the ability of a teacher 
to change or be supported in changing their teaching practices.  
Because the sample of teachers was a convenience sample, the responses did not 






experience. A broader sample would be more representative of the populations of 
teachers in the United States, in Iowa. Since teacher salaries in the state under study are 
not tied to evaluative judgments, the motivation of Iowa teachers to change practices 
might differ from teachers in states whose salary is dependent on evaluation results. 
Further, this study did not address the accuracy of the evaluations. If the 
evaluative feedback was considered inaccurate by teachers, they would be less inclined to 
change. The study did not address the various types of evaluation forms or rubrics that 
schools use for the administrative evaluations. Some evaluation rubrics may explicitly 
address all of the teaching standards of the state under study, and some may do so 
tangentially. Differences in the observation criteria, the proficiency scales, and the 
discussions (or lack thereof) accompanying the evaluations might yield different results. 
Respondents might have been motivated to participate in the study because they have 
received either significantly positive or negative evaluative feedback.   
Finally, teachers who were not familiar with the state’s teaching standards might 
have had difficulty interpreting the survey questions. The greater the familiarity with the 
standards upon which they are evaluated, the more closely aligned their responses might 
be with the intent of the Response to Evaluation survey questions. Of course, the extent 
to which teachers are familiar with the state teaching standards can considerably due to a 







This research had a number of methodological limitations. The Response to 
Evaluation survey is a self-report survey. While self-report surveys can provide insight 
into the teacher’s thinking and actions based on their reflections about their own practices 
in the classroom (Looney, 2011), they rely on the subjective perceptions of the teacher. 
Interviews will be used to triangulate survey responses with responses on the survey in an 
effort to improve the reliability of the findings. Convenience samples such as the one to 
be used in this study can a source of bias (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). As such, the 
sample demographics were compared to that of all teachers in Iowa and teachers in the 
United States to analyze generalizability of the findings.  
A variety of factors can influence the quality of the data collected and the 
inferences that can be made from the data.  These include the following: 
 Various interpretations exist among teachers of what change to teaching practice 
means. 
 Various interpretations exist among teachers of the meanings of the criteria listed 
under the eight Iowa Teaching Standards. 
 The length of time between the feedback and the survey or interviews might 
influence the teacher’s memory of either the feedback or any changes made to 
their practices. 
While the State Teaching Standards are the same for all teachers in this particular 






might receive feedback on all the Standards while others might receive feedback on an 
only those that were observable at the time of the evaluation. In addition, some teachers 
might get marked as proficient or not proficient, while others might get rated on a 5-point 
scale (or other non-dual scale). The implications of these limitations will be addressed in 
the final chapter of this dissertation. 
Significance 
For Evaluation Research and Educators 
 The findings from this study add to the literature that measures the efficacy of 
evaluative feedback in promoting changes to teaching practices. Specifically, the data 
should assist educators and researchers in understanding if administrative evaluative 
feedback is formative. The findings indicated the extent to which teachers change 
practices as a result of evaluative feedback. Evaluation systems researchers will benefit 
from information about how evaluative feedback can be made efficacious for teachers of 
all levels of experience and subject matter, varying experience, and specialties. Finally, 
the Response to Evaluation survey, can be used a basis to develop instruments to measure 
the effects of evaluative feedback on teaching practices as it will provide the first 
teaching practices inventory that specifically relates to responses to evaluative feedback. 
For Practice and Policy 
 The findings should assist administrators and other evaluators (peers, outside 
observers, etc.) in providing feedback that is formative. Data should help evaluators 






changes. In addition, educators will learn how feedback may affect teachers of varying 
experience and subject matter. Legislators who craft bills that require certain types of 
evaluation practices can use the data to better understand how feedback accomplishes its 
formative goal. In Iowa, this data can inform the future of evaluation policy and funding 
Results will have implications for training programs that evaluators are required to take.  
To Society 
The need to prepare students in the United States for the challenges presented in 
this increasingly technical world, propelled legislators to enact laws aimed at 
strengthening teacher quality through evaluative feedback (United States Department of 
Education, 2004). To comply with the legislation and receive federal funds, states are re-
designing old evaluative feedback systems as a result (Ramirez, 2010). However, until 
data is available that ties evaluative feedback to professional growth, states may be 
implementing new systems without knowing if they are any better than the old system. 
Evaluative feedback that fosters professional growth benefits all stakeholders-the school, 
teachers, and students. Evaluative feedback that does not result in changes in teaching 
practice becomes a waste of time for both the evaluator and the teacher (Steele et al., 
2010; Ramirez, 2010; Donaldson, 2012). The intent in Iowa is that evaluations change 
teaching practice. However, whether or not evaluations lead to change is not known. 
Evaluation systems that are not evaluated for the efficacy of the feedback affect student 
achievement and consume administrator time and critical school resources. If 






teachers are better able to instruct, and student achievement may increase. Ultimately, all 
students will benefit from an evaluation system that improves teaching practices.  
Summary 
While teachers express a desire for evaluative feedback that assists them in 
making changes to their practices, research indicates that current evaluation systems fail 
to provide this. Feedback systems aimed at effecting formative changes in teaching 
practices have not been adequately researched to determine if they achieve their 
purposes. To address this issue, the proposed study will describe and explain teacher 
responses to evaluative feedback from administrators. In this chapter, the need for this 
study was established by presenting it implications for social changes as well as the gap 
in the literature. Thus, once the problem was defined, the purpose of the study along with 
the research questions and hypotheses were listed. The theoretical framework for the 
study was described. The rationale for conducting a mixed methods study was 
established, and the variables for the quantitative and qualitative components were 
identified. This was followed by a brief summary of the methodology and data analysis 












Chapter Two: Literature Review 
Evaluative feedback is provided to teachers in the public schools in the United 
States by administrators as a matter of policy in all states (Gallagher, 2010). Some of that 
feedback is summative, reporting on the status of the teacher’s work, while some is 
formative, providing suggestions to improve practices (Darling-Hammond, 2013). While 
there is a plethora of quantitative research on best methods of providing the feedback and 
the accuracy of the feedback (Daley & Kim 2010; Hensel, 2010; Ho, 2013), there are few 
studies that connect the feedback to changes in teaching practices. In other words, little is 
known if the feedback is formative and results in improvements to teaching (Marzano, 
2010; Weisberg, 2009). Further, while experience along with social, organization, and 
personal factors that influence teaching practices have been studied (Al-Ahdal, 2014, 
Eros, 2013; Gaudreault & Woods, 2013; Maskit, 2011, Richter, 2011, Taylor & Tyler, 
2012), little research exists that connects these factors to teachers’ responses to evaluative 
feedback. For example, data that describes how experience influences teachers’ responses 
to feedback is lacking (Harris, 2014; Marzano, 2010; Weisberg, 2009). The purpose of 
this mixed methods study was to examine how teachers respond to administrative 
feedback and to understand what accounts for their responses. For the purposes of this 
study, evaluative feedback is defined as written and oral feedback provided to teachers by 
administrators regarding observations of teaching practices. Evaluation theory of Scriven 






theoretical basis for this study. In addition, models of professional growth in teaching 
(Fessler, 1992; Steffy, 2000) were used to understand the social, emotional, and 
organizational pressures on teachers which can influence their ability and inclination to 
change.  
In this chapter, the search history methods used by this researcher will be 
explained. A brief historical perspective on the topic of formative teacher evaluative 
feedback will follow. The major theorists to be used in this research will be introduced 
and both their theories and the data that supports their work will be presented. A case will 
be made for the applicability of these theories to this particular study. A review of the 
literature will present what is currently known about the formative effects of evaluative 
feedback from administrators well as factors that account for teacher responses to 
feedback throughout the span of their careers.  
Literature Search Strategies 
Research was accessed from the Walden Library and the University of Iowa 
Library. Databases in these libraries included ERIC, Academic Search Premier, 
Education Research Complete, ProQuest, and Psych INFO. Google Scholar was used 
when these databases were limited. Literature was searched in the fields of education, 
industrial organization, sociology, and psychology. Bibliography branching was a 
technique used to locate additional resources for this review. Many preselected 
descriptors were used to search each data base including teacher evaluation, formative 






evaluative feedback, evaluation systems, supervision, professional learning communities, 
school culture, and teacher’s perspectives of evaluation. Searches were limited to peer-
reviewed articles within the last five years. However, some seminal studies earlier than 
this were used as they were foundational to the study.  
History 
Historically, evaluative feedback has been what educators termed summative 
(Darling-Hammond, 2013). That is, it was intended to report on the status of teaching 
rather than provide suggestions for improving teaching (Darling-Hammond, 2013; The 
Joint Committee, 2009). In short, summative feedback was and still is currently used as a 
means of making sure teachers meet pre-determined job performance expectations 
(Darling-Hammond, 2013; Gallagher, 2011). Formative evaluation theory predicts that 
summative feedback will not necessarily produce changes or improvements to the 
evaluatee while formative feedback (that which aims to change the evaluatee) will 
promote change (Scriven, 1991). Even though formative evaluation theory was proposed 
by Scriven in the 1980s, it has been slow to make its way into the established evaluation 
systems already in place in education. However, changes spurred by national legislation 
at the end of the twentieth century shifted the emphasis from measuring teacher quality to 
improving teacher quality (Odden, 2011). 
With the emphasis on teacher quality in the No Child Left Behind legislation at 
the end of the last century, the focus on teacher evaluations was renewed. As a result of 






evaluators (Marzano, 2010). The intent was to make the evaluations more accurate, 
differentiate between low and high performing teachers, and to effect changes in 
practices (Norman, 2010). A common addition to teacher evaluation systems was the 
addition of a peer feedback system to supplement that typical administrator feedback 
(Gallagher, 2011; Marzano, 2010). Feedback models also expanded to include 
conferencing with teachers in addition to traditional written feedback (Darling-
Hammond, 2013; Danielson & McGreal, 2000). These multi-source dialogic models of 
evaluation were intended to produce changes to teaching which, in turn, would lead to 
improved student learning outcomes. However, few studies have examined if teaching 
practices change in response. This study examined the most prevalent feedback source, 
administrative. 
Theoretical Foundations 
Formative Evaluation Theory 
 Research shows that teachers desire formative feedback that leads to improved 
teaching practices. Marzano (2012), in a study of over 3000 teachers found that teachers 
believed the purpose of their evaluative feedback was to measure and develop skills with 
76% favoring feedback that fostered development over measurement. Marzano (2012) 
concluded that of the two purposes of teacher evaluation, measurement and development, 
that teachers wanted evaluative feedback systems that lead to improved teaching 
practices. Similarly, Parker and Volante (2009) found that most pre-service teachers 






summative feedback. Scriven (1967, 1991, 1993) defined formative feedback as that 
which leads to changes in the evaluatee. Scriven’s (1967, 1991, 1993) evaluation theory 
posits that all evaluation must contain both summative and formative feedback because 
the purpose of evaluative feedback is twofold: to express the inherent value in the 
evaluatee (summative feedback) and to benefit the evaluatee (formative feedback). Thus, 
formative feedback is differentiated from summative in that formative feedback is that 
which leads to improved instruction, while summative feedback is that which assesses the 
status of current instructional practices (Scriven, 1967). It is the formative feedback that 
is the subject of this study.  
 Research indicating that formative feedback improves teaching supports Scriven’s 
theory. For example, formative evaluations were found to be critical in improving 
teaching in medical schools (Berk, 2009), instruction in environmental education 
programs (Richardson et al., 2014), and in instruction in undergraduate programs 
(Kealey, 2010, Parker & Volante, 2009). While studies in undergraduate and graduate 
schools exist, few exist that focus on how teachers of grades K-12 change their practices 
in response to evaluative feedback.  
 Research on the efficacy of summative and formative feedback confirm Scriven’s 
(1991, 1993) theory that both are necessary. Both formative and summative evaluative 
feedback was noted to be useful to professors in higher education settings (Kealey, 2010). 
Formative assessments (written or oral) of K-12 students have been used to determine 






Bakula (2010), in a qualitative study with seventh-grade science students, found that she 
adjusted her teaching practices in response to frequent formative assessments of her 
students. Popham (2011) believed that formative assessments serve as feedback that lead 
to improvements in teaching practices and student learning. Even though Popham’s belief 
is supported by research in terms of student understanding (Bubb et al., 2013; Clark, 
2012; Hudesman et al., 2013), few studies exist that indicate how teachers adjust 
practices in response to these assessments. Further, because assessments of student 
learning stimulate self-reflection and do not provide specific feedback on teaching 
practices, the work of Popham is only applicable in this context because it addresses 
formative feedback. Scriven’s theory has been put to the test primarily in higher 
education settings. Research that examines the formative effect of evaluative feedback on 
teachers of grades K-12 is lacking (Despain, 2012; Donaldson, 2012).  
 Even though Scriven’s (1967, 1991, 1993) theory has been applied successfully in 
improving instruction in higher education, researchers find that teachers in grades K-12 
are not getting formative feedback in their evaluations (Despain, 2012; Donaldson, 2012; 
Mahar, 2010; Marzano, 2012). Research documents multiples reasons for this. Most 
assessment systems are designed to provide only single source summative feedback 
which research indicates could be problematic in effecting change (Darling-Hammond, 
2013; Gallagher, 2011). Gallagher (2011), in an exhaustive review of all teacher 






feedback predominates. Darling-Hammond (2013) noted that limits on administrators’ 
time allow for evaluation of only minimal competence.  
 In additions, most systems in the United States rely on brief observations of 
instructional practice that are too short to determine if the teacher is meeting pre-
determined standards of practice (Darling-Hammond, 2013). These observations are not 
frequent, with the average occurring every three to five years (Gallagher, 2011). Lack of 
observation time and lack of observation frequency decrease the opportunity for 
evaluators to provide formative feedback. While teachers in a Northeastern school system 
perceived feedback to be useful in goal setting, the majority said that the evaluative 
feedback did not affect their pedagogy because it was not specific enough to be useful 
(Donaldson, 2012). Similarly, teachers in a New York school system reported that the 
administrative feedback was vague, irrelevant, and not connected to student achievement 
(Mahar, 2010). 
 Even though it is the norm in the United States, written evaluative feedback alone 
is not sufficient to enable teachers to make changes (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Jewett, 
2012). Written feedback accompanied by dialog is perceived as more effective than 
written feedback alone (Danielowich, 2012; Darling-Hammond, 2013). 
 Further complicating the ability of feedback to achieve its formative goal is the 
concern that administrator evaluators are not always trained for this purpose nor are they 
experts in pedagogy in all disciplines (Despain, 2012; Donaldson & Peske, 2012). 






(2012) found that teachers perceived feedback as inaccurate. This, in turn, affects 
teacher’s response to feedback. Donaldson & Peske (2010), found that teacher 
perceptions of evaluator expertise determined how inclined they were to accept the 
feedback and change their practices.  
 Scriven (1991, 1993) wrote that the formative effects of feedback increase if the 
evaluator is an expert in the field. In addition, Scriven believed that feedback was more 
effective if more than one evaluator is utilized. Research has shown this to be the case 
(Daley & Kim, 2010, Hensel et al., 2010; Ho, 2012). Hensel (2010), in a small study, 
found that administrator and peer evaluators agreed only 50% of the time on ratings of 
teachers’ personal characteristics. Ho (2012) found single source feedback to be 
unreliable, but found that administrative evaluators showed less in-group variation than 
groups of peer evaluators. Others have found that multiple raters are preferable. Mahar 
(2010) found that teachers found multiple feedback sources more helpful than single 
source. 
 Scriven (1991) noted that the evaluator, in trying to provide both summative and 
formative feedback, finds themselves in the conflicting role of both coach and judge. 
Scriven (1993) wrote that evaluators can be ineffective if they are not empathetic, or if 
they limit feedback to only positive findings to avoid conflict. Indeed, Parker and Volante 
(2009) found that evaluators struggled in their role while feeling that their formative role 
was more important than the summative role. Both novice and experienced principals 






instructional leader or coach (Balyer, 2014; Harris, 2014). Weisberg (2009) also 
confirmed Scriven’s postulate in his survey of teachers across the United States. 
Weisberg (2009) found that 99% of teachers received a satisfactory rating on their most 
recent evaluation, he determined that principals had difficulty making fair and consistent 
assessments of performances. Weisberg (2009) further concluded that administrators 
struggle to provide differentiated feedback and support (Weisberg, 2009).  
 As noted earlier, teachers desire formative feedback, but do not perceive that they 
are receiving it for a variety of reasons such as evaluation frequency and duration, 
evaluator expertise, and lack of reliability with single source feedback (Darling-
Hammond, 2013; Despain, 2012; Donaldson, 2012; Gallagher, 2012; Hensel, 2010). 
Most studies have focused only on teacher perceptions. However, a few studies have 
examined more than teachers’ perceptions of feedback. These studies attempted in a 
variety of ways to measure the formative effect of administrative feedback on instruction 
at the K-12 level (Anast-May, 2011; Daley & Kim, 2010; Rathel, 2008; Taylor & Tyler, 
2012) Descriptions of these studies follows.  
 Rathel (2008), in a small study of communication skills of teachers, found that 
feedback that focused just on communication skills improved teacher behavior in this 
area. This study was limited, however, to observations of just two teachers and did not 
look at the long-term maintenance of the behaviors. Anast-May (2011) determined that 
teachers were more inclined to adopt changes to practices if written feedback was 






teacher’s abilities to set goals in this study. Daley and Kim (2010), in a quantitative 
study, measured general teaching skills and found that scores improved after feedback 
was provided. While this study did indeed measure teaching practices, it focused on one 
specific evaluation system: The Teacher and Student Advancement Program (known as 
TAP). Approximately twelve large school systems in the United States use the TAP 
program, affecting approximately 20,000 teachers. Taylor and Tyler (2012) found similar 
results in a longitudinal study of teachers in the Cincinnati public school system. 
Teachers increased their productivity (as measured in student achievement and a skills 
inventory) the year in which their evaluation occurred and in the year following. Of the 
studies noted here, only the Rathel (2008) and Anast-May (2011) research measured 
changes to specific teaching practices. 
 The state under study requires that administrative feedback be provided once 
every three years (State of Iowa, 2013d). The feedback from the teacher’s administrator 
is considered a formal part of the teacher’s personnel file in this state. (Iowa Department 
of Education, 2013a; Iowa Education Association, 2013).  
 Scriven’s evaluation theory is important to this study because it addresses the 
need for both summative and formative evaluative feedback. The efficacy of formative 
feedback, according to Scriven, is related in part on the expertise of the evaluator. 
Scriven’s theory of evaluation developed in reaction to prior evaluation theories of Guba 
and Lincoln (1989) and Tyler (1967) that did little to address the nature of the evaluative 






relativistic theory of evaluation, and Tyler (1969) for relying too heavily on criterion-
referenced summative tests to modify curricula (Scriven, 1993). Likewise, he criticized 
teacher evaluation systems for relying too much on criterion-referenced approaches 
which provided summative feedback without formative feedback (Scriven, 1993). 
Because the foundation of his theory is that evaluation is not values-free (Scriven, 1967, 
1991, 1993), he found that summative evaluative feedback was inescapable. This 
summative feedback, according to Scriven, reflects a judgment on the part of the 
evaluator on the essential merit or worth of the evaluand (Scriven, 1967; 1993). Drawing 
from the work of Hume on the distinction between facts and values, Scriven articulated a 
theory of evaluation that posited that evaluation is a process of establishing the contextual 
value of people and things. In doing so, he directly reacted to the value-free doctrine of 
German sociologist, Weber (Scriven, 2013) which was later used by Guba and Lincoln 
(1989). Most evaluative feedback for teachers in the United States provides this type of 
summative feedback in which one person makes a judgment of value on the work of the 
teachers as observed in the classroom (Gallagher, 2011).  
 Even with this emphasis on the essential nature of summative evaluation, Scriven 
(1967, 1991, 1993) realized the deficit in summary judgments alone. As a result of dialog 
with the statistician and evaluator, Cronbach, he realized that summary judgments were 
subject to evaluator bias, and that attempts to resolve this via statistical methods were 
themselves subject to bias (Scriven, 1991). In addition to relying on the work of 






evaluation model developed by Stufflebeam (Scriven, 1991; 1993). The CIPP model of 
providing evaluative feedback successfully integrated both summative and formative 
feedback through an iterative cycle of feedback, discussion, and goal setting (Stufflebeam 
& Shinkfield, 2007). Through this iterative process, the evaluator discerns the needs of 
the organization as well as what might be done to meet these needs (Stufflebeam & 
Shinkfield, 2007). The outcome is both summative and formative feedback that was, as 
Scriven (1991) noted was consumer-based. In the case of schools, the consumer of the 
feedback is the teacher, and the outcome is improved teaching practices and increased 
student achievement. Using Scriven’s theory as a starting point, other evaluation theorists 
and action researchers developed their own systems of providing evaluative feedback to 
effect changes in both the evaluatee and the beneficiaries of the product or organization. 
Michael Patton (2002) and Fetterman (Donaldson, 2010) used the consumer-based, 
formative model of Scriven in developing their models of evaluation applying them 
improving the evaluatee and the social value of the evaluatee. Examples of their work 
include working with hospitals and medical school to ultimately improve delivery of 
healthcare to the patient (Donaldson, 2012). For this study, formative evaluative feedback 
is that which intends to improve instruction with the ultimate benefit going to the students 
who are the recipients of instruction. 
 To improve instruction and student achievement, teacher evaluation programs 
across the United States have started to incorporate formative feedback (Darling-






peer evaluators, evaluation models such as the Danielson and MacGreal, TAP, PAR, and 
the Iowa Peer Mentoring Program state that their aim is to improve instruction and 
student learning (Danielson & MacGreal, 2000, Daley & Kim, 2010; Iowa Department of 
Education, 2013e; Papay & Johnson, 2012). Even so, the formative effect of this 
feedback on instruction has been little documented other than data that documents teacher 
perception of feedback. While research in higher education has applied Scriven’s theory 
to teaching (Berk, 2009, Kealey, 2010, Pan, 2009), it has yet to be applied to determining 
the formative effect of feedback in PreK-12 schools. Further, while the formative purpose 
of evaluative feedback has been stated as a goal of school districts (Daley & Kim, 2010; 
Papay & Johnson, 2012; State of Iowa, 2011), there is little evidence that it is achieving 
this purpose. Thus, Scriven’s theory was used in this study to determine the extent to 
which teachers respond to evaluative feedback from administrators by reporting on 
specific changes they might make in their teaching practices.  
 In summary, teacher response to both administrative and has been studied but 
much more data is needed. Specifically, studies that measure teacher perceptions of 
feedback predominate over studies that measure actual changes to teaching practices. 
Only a few studies to date have compared the two sources of feedback, and these have 
not examined specific teaching practices. Even fewer studies attempt to explain why 
teachers respond to evaluative feedback as they do. This study fills the gap in the 
literature by measuring changes to specific teaching practices. Specifically, teachers in 






eight State Teaching Standards in response to evaluative feedback. These State Teaching 
Standards require that teachers demonstrate appropriate content knowledge, classroom 
management skills, planning skills, attend to individual student needs, engage in 
professional growth, further the goals of the district, use a variety of assessments of 
student learning, and fulfill professional responsibilities (Iowa Department of Education, 
2012b). In addition, in this study, teachers were asked to account for their responses to 
evaluative feedback to better understand what influences teachers to change their 
standards of practice in response to feedback over the course of their career. 
Professional Growth Models  
 While Scriven’s (1991) theory lays the foundation for examining if feedback is 
formative, it does not examine if formative feedback is accepted by teachers. The 
professional growth models of Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) assist in understanding if 
and why teachers respond to formative feedback. These theories posit that feedback 
intended to effect formative changes in teaching may not do so due to a myriad of 
personal, social, and organizational factors that influence teaching practices (Steffy, 
2000; Fessler, 1992). Indeed, research has shown this to be the case.  
 The personal disposition of the teacher influences their motivation to change 
behaviors (Eros, 2013; Meister & Ahrens, 2011). Meister and Ahrens (2011) found that a 
teacher’s personal disposition improves their motivation to change even in the presence 
of negative influences from the organization environment, peers, and the administration. 






their inclination to grow and change (Meister & Ahrens, 2011). Teachers with high self-
confidence are more likely to remain enthusiastic over the course of their careers (Eros, 
2013). Similarly, teachers who seek support systems both within the school and outside 
the school are more likely to remain enthusiastic about changing across their career span 
(Meister, & Ahrens, 2011). Involvement in a personal avocation such as a hobby 
increases the chance that teachers will resist stagnation and be more inclined to change 
(Meister & Ahrens, 2011). Both the Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) models describe 
how a teacher’s disposition operates to effect changes in practices. Steffy (2000) related 
self–reflection, patience, energy, self-reflective capacity, and a sense of self-efficacy to 
teacher behavior. Fessler (1992) listed the personal environment as one of the three hubs 
of his model (organization influences and experience being the other two) which included 
personality traits such as motivation and sense of self-efficacy as well as out of school 
hobbies. Even so, while research supports the influence of personal disposition on 
motivation and enthusiasm, data that relate this to response to evaluative feedback are 
lacking (Eros, 2013; Meister & Ahrens, 2011). In the study proposed here, personal 
dispositions of teachers will be examined to determine their influence on the formative 
effects of evaluative feedback. 
 In addition to personal disposition, both Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) noted 
that teachers’ social relationships influence their behavior. Both the Fessler (1992) and 
the Steffy (2000) models predict that the relationships teachers have with their 






the classroom. Research indicates that these relationships do indeed influence teacher 
growth (Anast-May, 2011; Gaudreault & Woods, 2013; Meister & Ahrens, 2011; Richter, 
2011). Physical education teachers cited difficult relationships with principals as a reason 
for frustration that leads to stagnation in growth (Gaudreault & Woods, 2013). Similarly, 
positive relationships with administrators increase the motivation of teachers to grow 
professionally (Meister & Ahrens, 2011). Anast-May (2011) found the face to face 
conferences between teachers and administrators promoted changes in teacher behavior. 
Likewise, both models state that relationships with colleagues influence teacher behavior. 
Teachers report relationships with colleagues to be useful in acquiring resources and 
making changes (Gaudreault & Woods, 2013). Negative relationships with colleagues 
have been found to negatively influence teacher motivation (Gaudreault & Woods, 2013). 
Interestingly, at some stages in the teacher’s career, peer relationships are less important 
than at others. Richter (2011) for example, found that teachers depended less on peer 
feedback as careers progressed (Richter, 2011). A final social connection, to the family, 
was cited by both models as influencing teacher behavior. Research supports this. 
Teachers cited family support as an influence their motivation (Meister & Ahrens, 2011). 
While research supports the relationship between positive social networks and teachers’ 
motivation and ability to access resources for instructional change (Anast-May, 2011; 
Gaudreault & Woods, 2013; Meister & Ahrens, 2011; Richter, 2011), data do not 
document how social networks influence teachers’ response to evaluative feedback. 






the Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) models that describe the psychosocial factors that 
influence teacher behavior (Anast-May, 2011; Eros, 2013; Gaudreault & Woods, 2013; 
Meister & Ahrens, 2011; Richter, 2011). However, for these changes to take place, the 
organization has to support change.  
 Organizational change is supported by a change-enabling organizational 
environment (Fessler, 1992; Steffy, 2000). The organizational environment is a general 
term that applies to the rules, regulations, and policies that influence how able and willing 
a teacher is to make changes to practices (Fessler, 1992; Steffy, 2000). The management 
style of the administration is included in this category. While Steffy (2000) focused on 
the management style of administrators, Fessler (1992) noted that organizational support 
also comes in the form of school policies that enable growth, union support or pressure, 
professional organizations, and public trust. Teachers with administrators that increase 
the demands of the job without allowing teachers to have the time or resources needed to 
meet these demands find themselves declining in motivation (Gaudreault & Woods, 
2013). Others have found that opportunities for teachers to engage in leadership 
opportunities within the school positively influence their attitude toward change (Meister 
& Ahrens, 2011). Similarly, Bracken (2011) found that opportunities for teacher 
leadership improved the inclination of teachers to adopt changes. The absence of systems 
that provide formal praise or systematic feedback negatively influence teachers’ 
inclination to change (Meister & Ahrens, 2011). While teachers progress through stages 






research has decontextualized their work (Antoniou, 2013; Creemers, 2013). Antoniou 
(2013) noted that a supportive context is critical to promoting growth and that contextual 
influences such as organizational support must be included in data on instructional 
change. However, these studies did not examine teacher responses to evaluative feedback 
in this context. Further, while they explored teacher perceptions, no data exists that 
quantifies instructional change and relates it to organizational influences. These data are 
especially relevant to this study as evaluative feedback from administrators is part of 
every school system’s evaluation program (Gallagher, 2011). In this study, teachers were 
interviewed to determine how organizational support, along with psychosocial factors, 
influences their responses to evaluative feedback.  
 Inextricably linked to these psychosocial and organizational influences on teacher 
behavior is the experience of the teacher. Both Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) described 
how these factors influence the teacher at different stages of their career. The stages 
described by these theorists were based on the work of other psychosocial developmental 
theorists such as Erikson (1963). Steffy (2000) noted that teachers grappling with 
Erikson’s (1963) conflict of intimacy versus isolation might find it difficult to move 
forward with professional goals. Fessler (1992) listed personal crises and consequent 
efforts to cope as a significant part of his model. In addition to Erikson, both Steffy 
(2000) and Fessler (1992) incorporated the ego development model of Loevinger (as 
cited in Fessler, 1992) into their models. Fessler, for example, noted that the Loevinger 






because the stages of growth are not necessarily hierarchical. While both theorists argued 
that teachers increase in expertise with time, they also recognized the organizational 
structures that support or inhibit change along the way, leading some to grow and others 
to stagnate. Like Erikson (1963) and Loevinger (as cited in Fessler, 1992), both Steffy 
and Fessler divided development into a series of stages that were differentiated by inner 
personal desires, social support systems, organizational support, and experience. Steffy 
(2000) and Fessler (1992) used these models as a basis to develop their own that applied 
specifically to the teaching profession. Through teacher observation and interviews, 
Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) developed and names a series of stages through which 
teachers typically progressed. These stages and the research supports the role of 
experience in these models will be described next.  
 In 1992, Fessler proposed a model of teacher growth called the Career Cycle. He 
suggested that the teachers proceed through eight stages during their career: pre-service, 
induction, competency building, enthusiastic and growing, frustration, stability, wind-
down, and exit. Supported by data from interviews with teachers and case studies, Fessler 
(1992) devised this model to describe the typical teacher at each stage Less experienced 
teachers in the induction phase are typically overwhelmed by the demands of the new job 
and less inclined to add new practices as they strive to establish basic skills (Fessler, 
1992). Teachers in the competency building stage, however, are eager to learn and seek 
out learning experiences (Antoniou, 2012; Fessler, 1992; Maskit, 2011). Maskit (2011), 






teachers at various stages of Fessler’s Career Cycle in attitudes toward change. In this 
study, teachers were more positive toward making changes in the competency and 
enthusiasm stages with a decline thereafter to the wind down stage (Maskit, 2011). 
Antoniou (2013) found a similar non-linear trajectory of teaching skills over time where 
experienced teachers (over three years) showed improved relationships with students but 
did not make significant changes in teaching skills. In fact, Fessler’s model predicted that 
a teacher’s ability and inclination to change will vary over time as these studies indicate. 
Teachers in Fessler’s (1992) wind-down and exit stages were found to be more 
influenced by family and personal health concerns than less experienced teachers and be 
less inclined to adopt new teaching practices (Fessler, 1992). Thus, Fessler’s model 
predicts that the teachers change over the course of their careers in their inclination to 
adopt new teaching practices (Fessler, 1992). The intent of formative evaluative feedback 
is to improve instruction (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Scriven, 1991; 1993). Fessler’s 
(1992) model will be used in this study to determine if experience affects teachers’ 
responses to evaluative feedback as well as to account for teacher responses. 
 Steffy (2000) posited a teacher growth model called the Life Cycle of the Career 
Teacher. This model has six stages: novice, apprentice, professional, expert, 
distinguished, and emeritus. The Steffy (2000) model, like the Fessler (1992) model, is 
both an age and stage model in which a teacher’s desire to improve and grow is a 
function of both experience and outside influences. The Steffy (2000) model, like 






model, like Fessler’s, is supported by research that indicates that experience acts as an 
agent for growth (Al-Ahdal, 2014; Richter, 2011). A descriptive study of English 
language teachers in Saudi Arabia, Al-Ahdal (2014) found that experience was a 
significant influence on teachers’ growth. Al-Ahdal noted that the promotion of these 
teachers was dependent on meeting professional growth standards and, in turn, dependent 
on years of experience. Similarly, Richter (2011) found that experience affected whether 
or not teachers made changes to teaching practices, with teachers in the mid-career stage 
more likely to change compared to other stages. These studies did not examine how 
teachers responded to evaluative feedback and asked teachers to make generalizations 
about their growth without mention of specific teaching practices. 
 These experience-based models of teacher growth are not without criticism. 
Taylor and Tyler (2012), for example, found that the largest gains in teacher effectiveness 
occurred in the first three to five years on the job. Antoniou (2013), in a longitudinal 
study of teaching stages, found the greatest growth occurred in the first three years. The 
existence of a stability stage was confirmed by this research, but Antoniou (2013) found 
it occurred earlier than Steffy (2000) predicted. Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) 
acknowledged that teachers grow in this period but indicated that gains in effectiveness 
were more likely to be noticed well past the pre-service and novice stages. In addition, 
since many studies on teaching stages have been cross sectional, it is possible that 
different growth trajectories might be observed if longitudinal studies were more 






asserted, might produce a different picture of professional development. In this study, the 
explanation of any observed relationship between experience and teachers’ responses to 
feedback will need to take into account these varying ideas on when greatest growth is 
expected. 
 Steffy (2000) found that teachers in the expert stage use student feedback 
(assessment results or individual student learning styles) to monitor and adjust their 
instruction. Bakula (2010), in a qualitative study of seventh-grade science students, found 
that student responses to formative assessments could be used to modify instruction. 
Congruently, Kyriakides and colleagues (2009) found that more experienced teachers 
were able to differentiate instruction based on what they learn as they work with 
individual students. Fessler (1992) also noted that more experienced teachers plan 
instruction based student feedback.  
  Teachers in Steffy’s (2000) professional stage were highly influenced by social 
factors including relationships with peers. In the professional stage teachers 
characteristically seek new curriculum ideas, are open to reforms, and seek counsel from 
peers (Antoniou, 2013; Gaudreault & Woods, 2013; Steffy, 2000). Gaudreault and 
Woods (2013) found that relationships were indeed important to teachers in this stage and 
critical to their progression from one stage to the next. While the Fessler (1992) model 
described teachers as less interested in changing as they approached the end of their 
career, the Steffy (2000) model focused on factors that enabled continued growth even 






make decisions to retire based on frustration with their job and increased interest in 
avocations and family. Steffy (2000), on the other hand, developed a model that predicted 
that more experienced teachers will engage in education as advocates and reformers as 
they reach the last stages and continue into their retirement years. This difference in these 
models is critical to note when data from more experienced teacher interviews are 
analyzed. Teachers in Steffy’s (2000) emeritus phase stayed involved in education as 
volunteers and policy advocates. In this study, only active teachers were participants so 
no emeritus stage teachers were surveyed or interviewed. 
Model Selection Rationale 
 As noted above, Scriven’s (1991) formative evaluation theory was used to 
determine if evaluative feedback from administrators is formative. While studies cited 
above describe the need for formative feedback and the desire of teachers to receive the 
feedback, they have not quantified the changes to teaching practices. Instead, researchers 
have used surveys and interviews to ascertain qualitative data on teachers’ general 
perceptions of the usefulness of evaluative feedback. In this study, the changes to 
teaching practices were quantified by asking teachers to rate the change they made to 
their practices on a four-point scale (no change, minor change, significant change to an 
existing practice, or added an existing practice). The Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) 
models will be used to explain why teachers responds to feedback as they do. The studies 
that supported the stage models of teaching and the influences on teaching were primarily 






studies. Thus, qualitative data were added to and integrated with the quantitative data in 
this study. Thus, this mixed methods study both quantified changes to teaching practices 
and explained what influences teachers to make changes. Data from the teacher survey 
was used to quantify changes made to teaching practices and interview data helped form 
explanations for why teacher responded to evaluative feedback as they did. Because these 
teacher growth models emphasize the personal, social, and organizational factors that 
influence teacher action over the span of their career, they address both experience and 
context. Because they provide a general model of professional growth over time, they can 
be readily applied to specific practices of Iowa teachers. In the Response to Evaluation 
survey, responses of teachers among various levels of experience were compared. In the 
teacher interviews, the researcher asked teachers how personal, social, and organizational 
contexts influence their response to evaluative feedback. As noted above, Scriven’s 
(1991) formative evaluation theory was used to determine if evaluative feedback is 
formative. The Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) models were used to explain why 
teachers responds to feedback as they do. 
Summary 
 In this chapter, the literature that relates to this study was reviewed. The work of 
the authors of the theories upon which this study is founded were described along with 
research the supports these theories. The relationship of these theories to this study was 
explicated. Literature that related specifically to teacher responses to administrative 






were noted. Critical to this study is the lack of research that specifically examines 
teaching practices in response to evaluative feedback. Thus, the formative effect of 
evaluative feedback is not known. This review of the literature showed that data are 
needed that will provide a quantitative picture of teacher responses to feedback. In 
addition, the literature indicates that the formative effect of feedback over the course of a 
teacher’s career has not been examined. This research fills that gap. As previously 
suggested, although research supports stage models of teacher growth no research has 
applied these models to describe and explain why teachers respond to evaluative 
feedback as they do. Teacher responses to the Response to Evaluation survey for this 
study were used to quantify changes teachers make in response to evaluative feedback to 
determine its formative effect. The interviews with teachers in the qualitative part of this 
study provided an understanding of why teachers respond to feedback as they do by 
applying the professional growth models of Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992). Thus, data 
that applies these models to evaluative feedback adds to the understanding of factors that 
influence teacher growth over the span of their career. The review of the literature 
indicated that both quantitative and qualitative data are needed to understand if and how 
evaluative feedback promotes growth. In the next chapter the rationale for utilizing a 











Chapter 3: Methodology 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of administrative evaluative 
feedback on teaching practices of teachers in one Midwestern state. The quantitative data 
ascertained if teachers change their practices in response to evaluative feedback on the 
eight State Teaching Standards as well as the extent of the changes. This data was used to 
determine if teachers’ responses to evaluative feedback varied among the eight State 
Teaching Standards. Further, the data showed changes to teaching practices varied in 
response to feedback vary according to the teacher’s experience. The qualitative data 
explained what accounts for teachers’ responses to feedback. In this chapter, the research 
design will be explained in detail. Specifically, the rationale for the methodology and 
sample selection will be described as well as the details of the proposed research design 
and data analysis plan. The threats to reliability and validity will be detailed along with 
the role of the researchers in ensuring that the study meets all research ethical standards. 
Setting 
 
 The study was conducted in the Midwestern state in which the researcher lives, 
with the participants being PK-12 teachers who have received administrative feedback 
within the last three years. This Midwestern state, like every state in the United States, 
requires administrative feedback (Gallagher, 2011Iowa Department of Education, 2013b, 






Administrative evaluative feedback in this state focuses on the State’s eight teaching 
standards (State Department of Education, 2013a). The goal of evaluative feedback is 
both summative and formative (Iowa Department of Education, 2013a). That is, 
evaluations are conducted to determine if teachers are meeting the standards and to assist 
teachers in setting goals for professional growth. While administrators do not explicitly 
classify their feedback as summative or formative, the feedback can be considered 
formative if it results in changes to teaching practices (Scriven, 1991, 1993, 2013). The 
responses of teachers on the Response to Evaluation survey (Appendix A) was used to 
determine the extent to which evaluative feedback is formative, resulting in professional 
growth. The open-ended questions at the end of the survey and the interviews with 
teachers yielded data that explained their responses to this feedback.  
Research Design and Rationale 
A mixed methods approach was used in this study that asks both qualitative and 
quantitative questions. 
Research Questions 
 Does administrative evaluative feedback change teaching practices in teachers in 
the state under study? What determines how teachers respond to evaluative feedback? 
Quantitative questions and hypotheses. 







H01: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard One. 
Ha1: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard One. 
H02: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Two. 
Ha2: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Two. 
H03: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Three. 
Ha3: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Three. 
H04: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Four. 
Ha4: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Four. 
H05: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Five. 
Ha5: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 






H06: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Six. 
Ha6: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Six. 
H07: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Seven. 
Ha7: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Seven. 
H08: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Eight. 
Ha8: There will be a significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Eight. 
RQ 2 Does the amount of change to practices each of the eight State Teaching Standards 
vary in relation to the number of years of teachers’ experience? 
H09: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard One and years of teacher’s experience. 
Ha9: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard One and years of teacher’s experience. 
H010: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 






Ha10: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Two and years of teacher’s experience. 
H011: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Three and years of teacher’s experience. 
Ha11: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Three and years of teacher’s experience. 
H012: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Four and years of teacher’s experience. 
Ha12: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Four and years of teacher’s experience. 
H013: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Five and years of teacher’s experience. 
Ha13: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Five and years of teacher’s experience. 
H014: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Six and years of teacher’s experience. 
Ha14: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Six and years of teacher’s experience. 
H015: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 






Ha15: There is a significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Seven and years of teacher’s experience. 
H016: There is no significant relationship between the degree of reported change on 
Standard Eight and years of teacher’s experience? 
  Qualitative question. 
 What qualitative factor(s) account for the changes, or lack thereof, in teaching 
practices as a result of administrative evaluative feedback according to teachers? 
Research Design 
 This research aimed to assess the formative effect of evaluative feedback and 
explain what social, personal, and organizational factors account for teachers’ responses 
to feedback. This study was conducted using a sequential mixed methods research in 
which qualitative and quantitative methods are combined and integrated in a single, 
multiphase study (Castro, 2010; Tashakkori & Teddlie 2008; Hanson et al. as cited in 
Hesse-Biber, 2010). Quantitative research, rooted in the positivistic paradigm, relies on 
deductive reasoning based on numerical data (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008). Quantitative 
data is statistically analyzed and typically aims to employ large sample sizes for the 
purposes of improving external validity (Castro, 2010; Creswell, 2013). Quantitative 
research methods can yield information from a large number of people providing data 
that can be statistically compared (Castro et al., 2010). Qualitative research, on the other 
hand, is based in the constructivist paradigm, and relies on inductive logic derived from 






typically transformed into themes within the research and theoretical context (Tashakkori 
& Teddlie, 2008). Qualitative data can provide a depth of understanding that quantitative 
data alone may not (Castro, 2010; Patton, 2002; Frankfort–Nachmias & Nachmias, 
2014). 
 Because research questions in the social sciences are often multi-faceted, more 
complex methods, such as mixed methods, are often required (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 
2013). Mixed methods are what Tashakkori and Teddlie (2010) call a pragmatic 
paradigm of research. Mixed methods research allows quantitative, numerical data to be 
combined with words, pictures, and narrative increasing the generalizability of the 
findings (Hesse-Biber, 2010). There are a number of reasons to utilize mixed methods 
data collection and analysis. First, mixed methods studies are useful for understanding 
complex situations involving human interactions because they provide both depth and 
breadth of information (Salehi, 2010). Second, mixed methods research is useful in 
studies that assess or evaluate program effectiveness (Powell et al., 2008; USAID, 2013). 
In fact, the United States Agency for International Development (2013) recommended 
that evaluation research, such as is proposed here, use a mixed methodology. Thirdly, by 
integrating both qualitative and quantitative data, the researcher can both compare data 
and develop explanations (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008; Frels & Onwuegbuzie, 2013). 
Finally, mixed methods can provide a deeper understanding of why change is or is not 
occurring (USAID, 2013). Thus, mixed methods are appropriate for a study such as this 






why teachers respond to feedback as they do. The survey in this study provided 
quantitative data on teacher responses to feedback as well as some qualitative data on 
what accounted for teacher responses to feedback. The structured interview data 
accounted teachers’ responses to feedback.  
 This mixed methods study determined the impact of evaluative feedback by 
asking teachers in the state under study (grades PK-12) to report changes they made to 
their teaching practices in response to evaluative feedback from administrators via an 
online survey titled, Response to Evaluation (Appendix A). The survey provided a list of 
the Teaching Standards for the state under study (State Department of Education, 2013a) 
and asked respondents to rate the extent to which they changed their practices as a result 
of evaluative feedback from their administrator. The choices ranged from “added or 
deleted a practice” to “no changes were made.” Respondents also had the option to tell if 
they could not remember if changes were made as well as tell if they did not receive 
feedback on the particular standard. A forced choice survey such as this is one in which 
respondents are required to select from a set of given responses (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 
2008; Wivagg, 2008). This forced choice survey provided quantitative data. In addition, 
two open-ended questions at the end of the survey asked teachers to account for their 
responses to evaluative feedback.  
 The sequential mixed methods approach is suitable for this study for a number of 
reasons. Sequential mixed method designs use data from one phase of the study to plan 






open-ended questions at the end of the survey was used to modify the questions in the 
interview protocol. The numerical data from the survey indicated if teachers change 
practices in response to evaluative feedback and the extent to which they change (from no 
change to added or deleted an existing practice). Because this research focused on the 
formative effect of evaluative feedback, based on Scriven’s (1993) formative theory, this 
quantitative data addressed the question of how feedback changes teaching practices. The 
second component of the research explored the reasons teachers respond to feedback as 
they do with questions developed from the models of teacher growth by Steffy (2000) 
and Fessler (1992). In mixed methods research, one set of data can expand or enhance the 
significant findings from the other (Salehi, 2010). The qualitative data was integrated 
with the quantitative data to provide both descriptions and explanations of how evaluative 
feedback influences teaching practices. Data from interviews questions in this study, for 
example, were compared to the survey data to determine the degree of convergence and 
established a measure of reliability via triangulation (Creswell, 2013; Salehi, 2010). 
Further, data from the answers to the open-ended questions on the survey were 
triangulated with the interview data to improve the reliability of this data. Mixed methods 
researchers sometimes assign priority to one component of the research (Creswell, 2013). 
In this study, both sets of data had equal weight as they served to complement each other 






Role of the Researcher 
 The researcher distributed the Response to Evaluation survey online, collected the 
responses online, and statistically analyzed the data. The researcher conducted the 
interviews in the qualitative component of the study (Interview Protocol in Appendix C). 
All interviewees were thoroughly briefed on the purpose of the study, their roles as 
interviewees, and every effort was made to ensure that they were physically comfortable. 
While the teachers that participated in the survey were not known to the researcher, a few 
of the teachers interviewed were ones that the researcher previously knew. While this 
introduced the potential for bias (Creswell, 2013), a well-developed interview protocol 
reduced this potential. Included in the protocol, was audio recording of interviews so that 
the words of the interviewees could be transcribed verbatim. The researcher transcribed 
the interview recordings. In addition, the researcher invited the interviewees to review the 
transcripts of their interview to ensure that the transcriptions were accurate (Tashakkori 
& Teddlie, 2008). The interview protocol established prior to the interviews ensured that 
all participants were treated similarly and were asked the same questions. The researcher 
was also to be responsible for coding of the qualitative data and synthesizing this data 
with the quantitative data. Member checking is one way to improve the validity of the 
data and conclusions (Creswell, 2013). In this study, interview participants were invited 
to examine both the transcripts from their interview, and the emergent themes. In all 
phases of the study, respondent privacy was carefully guarded. The survey, distributed 






information on the open-ended questions or the interview data was extracted. This 
included reference to school names and names of colleagues or administrators. 
Methodology 
Participant Selection and Recruitment 
 In a mixed methods study, sampling strategies for both qualitative and 
quantitative methods apply (Castro et al., 2010). In this study, the population was all 
public school teachers in the Midwestern state under study who received administrative 
feedback within the last three years. The teacher email addresses were collected from 
those that were publically available on school websites. Teachers were under no 
obligation to participate. This convenience, voluntary sampling technique resulted in a 
non-representative sample, but was one way to try to generate a large enough sample size 
for the quantitative component of the study (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). The invitation 
to participate had a link to the survey and a note telling teachers that, by clicking on the 
link, they provided their consent to participate (Appendix B).  
The invitation to participate in the interview was linked to the survey invitation 
(Appendix B). Teachers that were willing to participate in interviews will clicked on a 
separate link that will provided an opportunity for consent followed by a request for 
contact information (Appendix D). By using separate links, no survey responses were 
linked to interviewees, ensuring anonymity. Further, participating in the interviews was 
not contingent upon completion of the survey. Teachers who provided contact 






provided consent, a purposive sample of teachers with varying years of experience was 
used to achieve comparability (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008). Two to three teachers from 
each category of experience (0-3 years, 4-9, 10-14, over 15) were contacted, but only one 
teacher in the 10-14-year category could be scheduled. Saturation occurs when further 
sampling of the population does not yield any new information (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 
2010). As many teachers as possible in each category were interviewed to achieve 
saturation. Because of the difficulty of locating teachers that were willing to participate, 
the sample size could not be estimated ahead of time. The current population of 
employed K-12 teachers in the state under study is approximately 36,000. It was the 
intent of the researcher to have as many teachers as possible participate in the survey for 
the quantitative portion of the study and to have enough teachers interviewed so that all 
categories of experience (as defined earlier as 0-3, 4-9, 10-15, over 15 years) are 




 Interview data is often used in qualitative research to provide rich, detailed 
explanations of phenomena (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008). In studies of evaluative 
feedback, interviews are used to query teachers about the usefulness of the feedback 
(Anast-May, 2011; Danielowich, 2012; Donaldson, 2012; Jewett, 2012; Papay & 






used interview data to develop descriptions of the personal, social, and organizational 
influences on teachers’ behavior. From these data, they developed models that describe 
how these factors influence teacher behavior over the course of their professional careers. 
Research based on these models confirms that these factors influence behavior, but none 
have explored these in the context of evaluative feedback (Al-Ahdal, 2014, Eros, 2013; 
Gaudreault & Woods, 2013; Maskit, 2011, Richter, 2011, Taylor & Tyler, 2012). It is 
these factors and the relationship to years of experience that were explored in the 
interviews. Interview questions were developed that asked teachers to describe why 
evaluative feedback may or may not have achieved its formative effect. These data were 
combined with answers to open-ended questions at the end of the survey that asked 
teachers for the same information. 
 Questions for the interview protocol are found in Appendix D. The purpose of the 
questions was to encourage the teachers to more fully explicate the rationale(s) for their 
responses to evaluative feedback from administrators by specifically exploring how 
social, personal, and organizational factors influence them. In this protocol, interviewees 
were introduced to the study and data collection methods, and signed an informed 
consent form (Appendices D). The interview followed the general interview approach as 
described in Tashakkori and Teddlie (2008) in which topics and questions are determined 
in advance with the sequence and wording to be determined in the course of the 






that influence teachers’ professional growth as defined in the Steffy (2000) and Fessler 
(1992) research. 
Teachers that agreed to be interviewed were contacted by phone or email, and a 
location and time for the interview was established. Interviews were conducted at a 
neutral location, by phone, or via Google Hangouts. The interviews were approximately 
30 minutes in length. The interviews were recorded using a voice recorder and field notes 
were taken. The recorded interviews were downloaded onto my personal computer that is 
password protected. Once the data was coded and organized thematically, all 
interviewees were sent transcripts and themes and were asked to provide feedback about 
the appropriateness and accuracy of what they read. Any identifying information in 
interview data was removed to ensure confidentiality. All participants were assured that 
they would have access to the completed study via an email link.  
Quantitative Component 
 Quantitative data in the study was obtained from responses to a Response to 
Evaluation survey sent via email to teachers in the selected state (see Appendix A). A 
descriptive comparative survey such as this allowed for comparisons between different 
groups (Lodico, 2010). This survey asked teachers to estimate the amount of change they 
made in response to evaluative feedback. The matrix/rating scale design on 
SurveyMonkey allowed the researcher to assign a numerical value to each choice from 
four (added or deleted a practice) indicating the most change, to zero, indicating no 






calculated for each teacher and for each standard. This allowed the researcher to 
determine the relative formative effect of the feedback, to compare each standard, and to 
compare teachers of varying years of experience. The quantitative part of the survey 
included the State Teaching Standards (State Department of Education, 2013a). For each 
Standard, teachers were asked to report if they received feedback on their most recent 
administrative evaluation. If feedback was received, they were asked to rate the amount 
of change they made to their practice as a result (did not receive feedback, no changes 
were made, minor changes were made, significantly changed what I was already doing, 
added a new practice or deleted a current practice). For example, teachers were asked if 
they received feedback on the extent to which they used student performance data to 
make instructional decisions (one of the State Teaching Standards). If they did, they were 
asked rate the amount of change to their practice in this standard. As mentioned above, 
responses were assigned a numerical rating from four to zero. Similar surveys have been 
used to determine changes in teacher practices (Albright et al., 2013; Despain & Torres, 
2012; DeStefano et al., 2006; Kleiger & Yakobovitch, 2011; Penuel, 2008; Tennessee 
Department of Education, 2012; Weisberg, 2009). Four point forced choice scales such as 
the one used in the Response to Evaluation Survey strike a balance between reliable 
response discrimination and survey length (Fox & Contractor, 2008; Wivagg, 2008). 
Previous research on teacher change used four to seven point scales with high reliability 
(Parise & Spillane, 2010). Reliability in this study will be strengthened by using such a 






Teaching Standards, other standards based surveys were used in determining the format 
and scale (Albright et al., 2013; Despain & Torres, 2012; DeStefano et al., 2006; Kleiger 
& Yakobovitch, 2011; Penuel, 2008; Tennessee Department of Education, 2012). 
 Surveys similar to this have been used to assess the efficacy of evaluative 
feedback (Weisberg, 2009; Stecher, 2012; Mahar, 2010). However, this research differed 
from other surveys in that the goal was to examine how teachers change specifically 
defined teaching practices (The State Teaching Standards, in this case) in response to 
evaluative feedback.  
  The survey was available via SurveyMonkey which uses enhanced security 
measures to assure confidentiality of the respondents. Participant’s consent was obtained 
when they elected to follow the link to the SurveyMonkey site to complete the survey. 
The survey link was available to teachers for one month, and a reminder will be sent once 
prior to the closing of the link. All participants were given the email link to the completed 
study data in the invitation to participate.  
Rationale for use of a self-report survey.  
 Self- report surveys can be a can provide insight into the teacher’s thinking and 
actions based on their reflection specifically about their practices in the classroom 
(Looney, 2011). Since subjective information (such as the extent to which a teacher 
changes practices) cannot be known to any person other than the teacher, a self-report 
survey is one way to ascertain what the teacher does (Giuseppe, 2006). In this case, a 






easily be determined by a researcher via observations in the classroom. For example, 
changes to planning, communication with families, or ethical conduct are teaching 
standards that are not readily observable can be better determined with teacher self-
reports. 
 Self-report surveys are not without criticism in terms of their reliability (Porter, 
2002). Despite opposing views, the self-report survey was found to be reliable in a study 
on how well standards were implemented (Desimone, 2010; Mayer, 1999). Mayer (1999) 
used self-report surveys to determine the degree to which teachers implement state 
standards. In the Mayer (1999) study, the surveys had a reliability of .69 and a correlation 
with observational data of .85 (Mayer, 1999). Reliability with open-ended responses was 
found to be high (open-ended responses showed 100% fidelity with forced choice 
responses) in a survey of math teachers’ practices (Gagnon, 2007). Porter (2002) found 
self-report data correlated .7 to .8 with observational data and teacher daily logs. Similar 
agreement was found between teachers’ self-report of instructional practices and 
observational data from trained observers (Desimone, 2010; Kaufman, 2012). Data from 
a self-report survey of principals on school health programs were found to be consistently 
reliable in all constructs when compared to direct observation of the same programs 
(Nathan, 2013). In addition, internet provided self-report surveys were found to be as 
reliable as paper and pencil self-report surveys in a multiphase quantitative study 
measuring a variety of constructs including personality profiles and measures of self-






 The issues of reliability with self-report surveys need to be balanced with the 
usefulness of obtaining subjective information. Reliability of self-report data is improved 
with the use of focus groups prior in initial stages of the survey design (Desimone, 2010). 
Ensuring that responses remain anonymous reduces social desirability bias (Desimone, 
2010).   
Data Analysis Plan 
Quantitative Data Analysis 
 Quantitative analysis of the Response to Evaluation survey addressed the two 
research questions and accompanying hypotheses. This first eight hypotheses will be 
tested using a two-tailed t-test. The independent variables were 1) years of teaching 
experience, clustered into two groups (Group 1 was less than 10 years, and group 2 was 
teachers with over 10 years), and 2) timing of evaluative feedback clustered into three 
groups (Group 1: within the last year, Group 2: within the last 2 years, Group 3: within 
the past three years). A combination of descriptive statistics and a two-tailed t-test was 
used to determine: 1) the extent to which teachers changed their practices in response to 
evaluative feedback, and 2) if there was a relationship between the extent of changes to 
practices and years of experience. Because the survey site only allows some surveys to be 
submitted that were not complete, such surveys were deleted prior to the statistical 
analyses. Because this was a forced choice online survey, respondents had clear choices 






 The analysis of variance is used when comparing means of more three or more 
groups (Lodico, 2010). This analysis is valid if three conditions are met for the groups in 
question: 1) independence of observations, 2) normality in population distributions, and 
3) homogeneity of population variances (DeCuir–Gunby. 2008). Since the survey results 
of one teacher are independent of any other, the first conditions were met in this study. 
Since the group sizes were uneven, the four experience groups were aggregated into two 
groups as noted above. Since no significant results were found in the ANOVA test, no 
post hoc tests were performed. All data calculations were performed using SPSS (version 
21) software. 
Qualitative Data Analysis 
 Inductive content analysis involves review of the data to find both common and 
uncommon themes (Apostolos et al., 2014, Castro et al., 2010; Lodico, 2010). This 
process includes determining word frequency, looking for common phrases, and inducing 
themes (Apostolos, 2014). Wolcott (1994) suggested that patterned regularities be 
located in the data. To this end, Castro and colleagues (2010) suggested that strong 
themes are present when at least 20% of the codes contain the theme. This type of 
analysis has been used in to analyze interview transcripts in a number of studies in which 
teachers were interviewed about their practices (Bayler, 2014; Donaldson, 2012, 
Danielowich, 2012). For this study, both the interview transcripts and the open ended 
questions on the survey were subject to rigorous content analysis. Discrepant data was 






understand relationships between feedback from administrative evaluations and changes 
teacher make to their practices. 
 Contextualizing data into a broader analytical framework was suggested by 
Wolcott (1994) and Castro (2010). The themes were contextualized by connecting them 
to the evaluation theory of Scriven (1993) to determine the extent to which the feedback 
was formative. Themes were also organized according to the factors that influence 
teacher behavior (social, personal, and organizational) as described in the professional 
growth models of Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992). In addition, since teacher receptivity 
to change varies with experience (Steffy, 2000; Fessler, 1992), qualitative data was 
compared among teachers in the same experience groups.  
Integration of Qualitative and Quantitative Data 
 Mixed methods research is characterized by integration of qualitative and 
quantitative data (Castro, 2010; Heyvaert et al., 2013). In this study, parallel data analysis 
was used. Tashakkori & Teddlie (2008) define parallel analysis as that in which data 
analyses are independent of each other but work together to answer the research 
questions. In this study, both sets of data were necessary to answer how and why teachers 
respond to evaluative feedback. The quantitative component provided data to determine 
the extent to which evaluative feedback produces a formative effect, and the qualitative 
data accounted for the teachers’ responses to feedback. Data from the open-ended 
questions in the survey was combined with the data from the interviews as both were 






in the quantitative data were compared to those in the qualitative data especially across 
experience groups. To improve validity, theory was used to guide interpretations 
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). In this study, the theories of Scriven (1967; 1991; 1993), 
Steffy (2000), and Fessler (1982) were used in the interpretive process.   
Threats to Validity 
 The reliability of self-report surveys was addressed above (Powell, 2002; Reliable 
results are those that can be replicated (Creswell, 2013; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008). 
The validity of self-report surveys was also discussed above. Valid results are those that 
reflect the accuracy of the data against a measure of true value (Creswell, 2013). 
Inferences made from the quantitative data took into consideration the sample size and 
the degree to which it represented the population of teachers in Iowa and the United 
States. Threats to external validity include those that inhibit applying findings to a larger 
population (Creswell, 2013). A number of issues can arise in this study in this regard. 
First, a low response rate on the survey will threaten the validity of the statistical 
inferences. Secondly, sometimes respondents who have extreme viewpoints are more 
likely to respond (Lodico, 2010). This might also apply to those who elected to 
participate in the interviews. Teacher responses to the survey could also be affected by 
their attitudes toward evaluative feedback in general. Teachers who have received 
negative feedback may respond differently than teachers who have received positive 






with interview data to develop a more complete understanding of the extent to which 
teachers change practices in response to evaluative feedback and address these issues. 
 In addition, the time between the most recent evaluative feedback and the 
responses to the survey was taken into account. Teachers may forget specifics of the 
feedback or their responses to it. Further, they may attribute changes to their practices to 
the feedback that were possibly due to other pressures. For example, a teacher might be 
told in an evaluation to use more formative assessments and then participate in a 
workshop on this topic. They may begin to use more formative assessments, but one may 
not be able to separate which factor was responsible for the change. It may be that a 
combination of factors account for changes to practices. All inferences from the data 
were done by comparing and contrasting the responses to both the theoretical constructs 
and the most recent literature to improve inference quality (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008).  
 Threats to construct validity of the survey were addressed above. In brief, testing 
the survey with a group of teachers to determine both construct validity and scale 
appropriateness was done. Disconfirming evidence was carefully examined. Finally, 
triangulation of open-ended survey questions (in which teachers tell what influences their 
response to evaluative feedback) with interview data on the same concept added to the 
validity of interview data. These considerations helped address statistical conclusion 






Issues of Trustworthiness 
 Guba and Lincoln (1985) suggested that the term credibility should be used to 
differentiate the concept of validity in qualitative work from positivistic, quantitative 
research. Guba and Lincoln (1985) noted that qualitative data can be made more credible 
by use of triangulation, prolonged engagement in the field, and identification of 
disconfirming evidence. The interview data was compared to the quantitative findings in 
the triangulation process. Interviews were designed to obtain as much information as 
possible while still respecting the participants’ time. The plan was to have enough 
interviewees to have saturation of data as mentioned in the above section on sampling. 
However, in one group (10 to 14 years), only one consenting teacher could be 
interviewed. Disconfirming evidence was noted. In this study, no interviewees seemed to 
represent extreme views toward their evaluations, either positively or negatively 
(compared to the entire sample). To achieve what Patton (2002) called empathic 
neutrality, the researcher refrained from expressing opinions about the interviewees’ 
responses. Finally, field notes on interviewee demeanor and situational events during the 
interview were recorded. Thus, reliability was increased by making both procedures and 
data known to the reader.  
 To determine content validity, one must assess the sincerity of the interviewees to 
determine if any indication of reporting bias might be present (Flick, 2007). All 
interviewees appeared to represent the changes they made in response to evaluation 






process by which multiple people review the data and interpretations (Tashakkori & 
Teddlie, 2008). The interviewees were given the transcripts of their interview as well as 
the themes that the researcher detected to provide input to the researcher on the accuracy 
of the transcriptions and interpretations (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008).  
 Transferability is the degree to which the findings and inferences can be applied 
to others within the population and outside the population (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008). 
In this case, the sample demographics and size determined this. It was hoped that enough 
data would be generated so that findings apply to teachers in the United States in general. 
However, the sample size was smaller than expected and represented teachers with over 
15 years of experience more than any other category.  
 Dependability in qualitative data is similar to reliability in quantitative data. To 
ensure dependability, all interview data were transcribed verbatim, an interview protocol 
(Appendix C) was used. A reflexive journal was kept by the researcher to make sure that 
the biases of the researcher and the rationale for decisions were made transparent 
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008). All interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. In 
this case, extended quotes from the transcripts and the open ended responses were 
included in the findings section of the paper. Efforts were made to provide thick, rich 
descriptions in the findings. Reliability can also be established by making methods 
transparent (Flick, 2007). Included in the data were the interview questions, the setting in 
which the interview was conducted, and the length of the interviews. The researcher 







 Attending to the well-being of the participants is of paramount concern to 
researchers. In this study, all persons contacted to participate were given the chance to 
sign an informed consent (Appendices B and D). They were told that their participation 
was voluntary and could be stopped at any time. All responses were kept confidential, 
and the survey responses were anonymous. Interviewees were not identified by name or 
with any other identifying information in the data presentation. The study was not 
conducted until final approval from the IRB had been established (approval number12-
29-15-0310539 expires on 12/28/2016).   
Summary 
 In this chapter, the rationale for this proposed mixed methods study was presented 
along with the details of the methodology. Strategies for sampling, details of 
instrumentation, and implementation of the study were outlined. In addition, methods of 
establishing data reliability and validity were presented. Details of the data analysis were 
presented for both the quantitative and qualitative components of the study. Finally, the 
ethical considerations for this study were outlined. In the next chapter, the data from the 










Chapter 4: Results 
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to determine if administrative 
feedback was significantly related to changes made to teaching practices of K-12 Iowa 
teachers and to examine- factors that accounted for teacher responses. Iowa teachers of 
varying years of experience were both surveyed and interviewed to determine how they 
might have changed their practices in response to administrative feedback on each of 
Iowa’s eight teaching standards. They were also asked to tell what accounted for their 
responses or lack thereof. The theoretical foundation established that experience should 
influence teaching practices but no studies as of yet have related this to administrative 
feedback. Because teachers in this study were asked to recall information, the number of 
years since their last evaluation was used in establishing the reliability of the data. In this 
chapter, the setting will be described, and the demographics of the sample will be 
presented. The process of data collection and analysis will be detailed. Both the 
quantitative and qualitative data will be presented and evidence of trustworthiness will be 
evaluated. 
Setting 
An invitation to participate in an online survey was sent to 5700 Iowa K-12 
teachers (see Appendix A for survey) in January, 2016. The survey was sent to all sizes 
of districts from the largest in the state to the smallest. Invited teachers were those whose 
email addresses were publically available on the district website. The response rate may 






from one term to another during this month. Because the sample covered hundreds of 
districts in the state, teachers of all years of experience were reached. The survey was 
available to teachers via SurveyMonkey for a period of one month. Two hundred seventy 
teachers responded with completed surveys. Teachers who reported that they did not 
recall the time of their last evaluation or who had an evaluation over 3 years ago, were 
automatically exited from the survey. Of the teachers that responded, the fewest were in 
the 0-3 years of experience category (9.9%) and the most were in the group with over 15 
years of experience (53.1%). Table 1 shows the frequencies and percentages in the four 
categories of experience. Table 2 shows how many years since the respondents’ last 
evaluation. Most respondents received their evaluation within the last 12 months (62.2%) 
and very few received it within the last three years (.7%).  
Table 1 




0-3 years 27 10 
4-9 years 51 18.9 
10-15 years 50 18.5 
Over 15 years 142 52.6 















Within 12 171 63.3 
Within 24  66 24.4 
Within 36  33 12.2 
Total 270 100 
 
Approximately two weeks after the survey went out, teachers who indicated willingness 
to be interviewed were contacted. Fifteen teachers volunteered to be interviewed for the 
qualitative part of the study. However, not all these teachers responded to a follow up 
email sent to schedule the interview. Of those who responded, the researcher contacted at 
least two in each category of experience. If more teachers in each category were willing 
to be interviewed, the researcher interviewed as many as time allowed. Therefore, nine 
teachers were interviewed to determine what accounted for the changes they made in 
response to their feedback. Six interviews were conducted face to face and three were 
conducted over the phone. Table 3 shows the number of teachers in each category. 
Teachers were interviewed face to face, via Google Hangouts, or on the phone. Although 
every opportunity was provided for face to face interviews, a few explicitly preferred the 
phone interview. Some preferred to be interviewed in their classroom, others met the 






were interviewed face to face than expected. Interviews lasted for approximately 30 
minutes each and all interviews were recorded digitally. Field notes were kept each time. 
All interviews were recorded digitally and transcribed verbatim. Interviewees were sent a 
transcript to review for accuracy. All of these teachers had their most recent evaluation 
within the past two years. Other than finding a low response rate in the category of 
novice teachers, the data collection plan went as planned in Chapter Three. 
Table 3 




0-3 years 2 
4-9 years 3 
10-15 years 1 




As planned in Chapter Three, the ratings of change made in response to feedback 
were subject to quantitative analysis. The open-ended questions and interview data were 
subject to qualitative analysis. In the quantitative analysis, numeric values (from four to 
one) represented the amount of change in each of the eight teaching standards. Average 
values and percentages of each value for each standard were compared.  Then, tests of 
significance determined if the amount of reported change related to teachers’ experience 






of experience varied significantly, the ANOVA was not done as expected. Instead, a two-
tailed t-test was performed for research question one which addressed if teachers made 
significant changes in response to feedback. An ANOVA was performed to determine if 
there was any interaction between the reported change and the time since the last 
feedback as well as experience.  
Qualitative data was subject to inductive content analysis. Data were first 
organized by experience. Then, responses were coded into four categories that 
represented those which both Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1991) wrote were those that 
influence teaching practices: personal, social, and organizational. As analysis continued, 
it appeared that a fourth category, the needs of the student, emerged that did not fit 
categorically into the first three groups. One teachers said, “I would hope that all teachers 
would take this into consideration.” Another noted that her practices were influenced by 
the personal needs of the students, most of whom came from impoverished families. 
Thus, a fourth category of factors that influence teaching practices, student needs, 
emerged. Because these codes were broad, teacher responses were easily categorized. 
However, some teachers noted factors that influenced their practices that no other teacher 
mentioned. These discrepant cases are listed below. 
Results 
The quantitative data addressed the first two research questions: 1) Do teachers 
change their practices in response to evaluative feedback, and 2) Does experience 






A) listed the eight teaching standards and provided six weighted response choices. The 
most weight was given to “added or deleted a practice” (weight of four) since that 
represented the most change. The other response choices in descending order were: made 
significant change (weight of three), made minor change (weight of two), made no 
change (weight of one), did not receive feedback (zero weight), and do not recall (zero 
weight). Table 4 shows the total number of responses in each category for each of the 
eight standards, and Table 5 shows the weighted averages for each standard. The 
weighted averages for each standard ranged from 1.17 for Standard 8 (Professional 
Responsibility) to 1.58 for Standard 5 (Assessments).   
Because the zero values affect the mean, they were subsequently removed from 
the rest of the statistical analyses. Teachers reporting a zero value either did not get 
feedback or do not recall the feedback. In either option, their response to that standard 













Numeric Response to evaluative feedback in the eight Iowa Teaching Standards of all 
teachers 

















1 Support of 
district goals 
 




7 7 78 152 6 20 
3 Planning 
 
12 26 87 119 6 20 
4 Instruction 
 
5 36 74 135 4 16 
5Assessments 
 
9 39 74 119 6 23 
6 Classroom  
Management 
 




8 27 82 125 5 23 
8 Professional 
responsibility 












Table 5  
Weighted average of responses for all standards 

















1.51 1.32 1.55 1.52 1.56 1.43 1.49 1.17 
         
Once the zero values are removed from the data, the formative response to 
feedback can be understood. The first research question asked if teachers make a 
significant change in response to evaluative feedback. For all eight standards, teachers 
reported changing practices. However, for all eight standards, most teachers reported that 
they did not change as shown in Figure 1. Figure 2 shows the percent of reported change 
when the four categories of changes were combined to include those in which any change 
occurred (added or deleted, significantly change what I was already doing, made minor 
changes to what I was already doing), and those in which change did not occur (did not 
make change). From this figure, it is clear that about approximately half of the teachers 
made changes to standards 1, 3, 4, 5 and 7 while half did not change at all. In standards 2 
and 6, approximately 60% of teacher reported no change to practices. In Standard 7, over 
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response to administrative feedback. Table 6 shows the means and standard deviations 
for teacher responses on the survey for all standards after the zeroes were removed. The 
range of scores varied from 4 (added a practice) to 1 (no changes were made). 
 
Table 6  











Research question one was: Do teachers change practices in response to 
evaluative feedback from administrators? Hypotheses one through eight were tested using 
a two-tailed t-test to address this question. Because the analysis found no significant 
relationship in the eight hypotheses, the eight null hypotheses are retained. For reference, 





S1 District Goals 1.65 .74 
S2 Content Knowledge 1.46 .69 
S3 Planning 1.71 .84 
S4 Instruction 1.64 .79 
S5 Assessments 1.74 .86 
S6 Management 1.54 .77 









H01: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard One. 
H02: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Two. 
H03: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Three. 
H04: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Four. 
H05: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Five. 
H06: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Six. 
H07: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Seven. 
H08: There will be no significant relationship between subjects’ change in teaching 
practices and evaluative feedback on Standard Eight. 
Research Question two was: Does the amount of change to practices in each of 
the eight State Teaching Standards vary in relation to the number of years of teachers’ 
experience? To determine if there was a difference between teachers of varying 
experience on the amount changes made to teaching practices a two-tailed t-test was 






years of experience far outweighed the number of teachers in the other experience 
groups, being 52% of the respondents), the experience groups were reorganized into less 
than ten years of experience (group 1) and more than ten years of experience (group 2).  
See the means and standard deviations for all standards in the two groups of experience 























Table 7  
Means and Standard Deviations for the Eight Standards 
 
less than ten = 1  
more than ten = 2 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Standard 1. Support of 
district goals 
1.00 71 1.8169 .74277 .08815 
2.00 176 1.5852 .73571 .05546 
      
Standard 2. Knowledge 
1.00 70 1.5429 .69545 .08312 
2.00 174 1.4310 .69129 .05241 
      
Standard 3. Planning 
1.00 70 1.8571 .76681 .09165 
2.00 174 1.6609 .87017 .06597 
      
Standard 4. Instruction 
1.00 72 1.8056 .78073 .09201 
2.00 178 1.5787 .80042 .05999 
      
Standard 5. 
Assessments 
1.00 71 1.8592 .85014 .10089 
2.00 170 1.6941 .86378 .06625 
      
Standard 6. Classroom 
management 
1.00 74 1.7838 .78112 .09080 
2.00 177 1.4407 .73711 .05540 
      
Standard 7. 
Professional Growth 
1.00 71 1.7746 .83147 .09868 
2.00 171 1.6140 .79160 .06053 




1.00 66 1.4394 .65934 .08116 
2.00 
172 1.2907 .55916 .04264 
 






On Standard One, Support of District Goals, there was a significant difference 
between teachers of less than 10 years of experience and teachers with more than 10 
years of experience. Teachers with less experience implemented more change than 
teacher with more experience, t(245)=2.23, p=.026. Hypothesis nine, there is a significant 
relationship between the degree of reported change on Standard One and years of 
teacher’s experience is supported. 
One Standard Two, there was not a significant difference between teachers of less 
than ten years of experience and teachers with more than 10 years of experience, 
t(242)=1.141, p=.255. Hypothesis ten, there is a significant relationship between the 
degree of reported change on Standard Two and years of teacher’s experience is not 
supported. 
On Standard Three, there was not a significant difference between teachers of less 
than ten years of experience and teachers with more than 10 years of experience, 
t(242)=1.647, p=.101. Hypothesis eleven, there is a significant relationship between the 
degree of reported change on Standard Three and years of teacher’s experience is not 
supported. 
On Standard Four, Instruction, there was a significant difference between teachers 
of less than ten years of experience and teachers with more than 10 years of experience, 
t(248)=2.044, p=.042. Teachers with less experience reported more changes to practices 






between the degree of reported change on Standard Four and years of teacher’s 
experience is supported. 
On Standard Five, there was not a significant difference between teachers of less 
than ten years of experience and teachers with more than 10 years of experience, 
t(242)=1.647, p=.101. Hypothesis thirteen, there is a significant relationship between the 
degree of reported change on Standard Five and years of teacher’s experience is not 
supported. 
On Standard Six, Management, there was a significant difference between 
teachers of less than ten years of experience and teachers with more than 10 years of 
experience, t(249)=3.303, p=.001. Teachers with less experience reported more changes 
to practices than teachers with more experience. Hypothesis fourteen, there is a 
significant relationship between the degree of reported change on Standard Six and years 
of teacher’s experience is supported. 
On Standard Seven, there was not a significant difference between teachers of less 
than ten years of experience and teachers with more than 10 years of experience, 
t(240)=1.416, p=.158. Hypothesis fifteen, there is a significant relationship between the 
degree of reported change on Standard Seven and years of teacher’s experience is not 
supported. 
On Standard Eight, there was not a significant difference between teachers of less 
than ten years of experience and teachers with more than 10 years of experience, 






degree of reported change on Standard Eight and years of teacher’s experience is not 
supported. Because the group sizes were evened out by aggregation, no additional tests or 
post-hoc analyses were performed. 
Test for Interaction between independent variables 
To determine if the time since the last evaluative feedback was received impacted 
the reported changes to practices, a 2 X 3 ANOVA was run with two groups of 
experience (less than ten years and more than 10 years) and three groups of time since the 
last evaluation (12 months, 24 months, 36 months). The means for the analysis for each 
standard are shown in Tables 9-16. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 17. As 
shown in Table 17, the interaction between times since the last evaluation and years of 












































Approximate time since your last  
administrative evaluation. 
less than ten = 1  
more than ten = 2 
Mean Std. Deviation N 
Within the past 12 months  
 
1.00 1.7414 .71477 58 
2.00 1.6250 .77819 104 
Total 1.6667 .75593 162 
Within the past 24 months  
 
1.00 2.3000 .82327 10 
2.00 1.6122 .73076 49 
Total 1.7288 .78412 59 
Within the past 36 months  
 
1.00 1.6667 .57735 3 
2.00 1.3478 .48698 23 
Total 1.3846 .49614 26 
Total 
1.00 1.8169 .74277 71 
2.00 1.5852 .73571 176 























Approximate time since your last  
administrative evaluation. 
less than ten = 1  
more than ten = 2 
Mean Std. Deviation N 
Within the past 12 months 
 
1.00 1.4909 .63458 55 
2.00 1.4804 .67090 102 
Total 1.4841 .65638 157 
Within the past 24 months 
 
1.00 1.8182 .98165 11 
2.00 1.3958 .73628 48 
Total 1.4746 .79559 59 
Within the past 36 months  
 
1.00 1.5000 .57735 4 
2.00 1.2917 .69025 24 
Total 1.3214 .66964 28 
Total 
1.00 1.5429 .69545 70 
2.00 1.4310 .69129 174 














Table 11  
Means and Standard Deviations for Standard 3. Planning 
Approximate time since your 
last administrative evaluation. 
less than ten = 1  
more than ten = 2 Mean Std. Deviation N 
Within the past 12 months 
 
1.00 1.8393 .75743 56 
2.00 1.7767 .94901 103 
Total 1.7987 .88432 159 
Within the past 24 months  
 
1.00 1.8182 .60302 11 
2.00 1.5106 .74811 47 
Total 1.5690 .72818 58 
Within the past 36 months 
 
1.00 2.3333 1.52753 3 
2.00 1.4583 .65801 24 
Total 1.5556 .80064 27 
Total 1.00 1.8571 .76681 70 
2.00 1.6609 .87017 174 






Table 12  
Means and Standard Deviations for Standard 4. Instruction   
Approximate time since your 
last 
administrative evaluation. 
less than ten = 1  
more than ten = 2 
Mean Std. Deviation N 
Within the past 12 months  
 
1.00 1.7458 .77889 59 
2.00 1.6346 .83675 104 
Total 1.6748 .81561 163 
Within the past 24 months  
 
1.00 2.1000 .73786 10 
2.00 1.5306 .71011 49 
Total 1.6271 .74042 59 
Within the past 36 months  
 
1.00 2.0000 1.00000 3 
2.00 1.4400 .82057 25 
Total 1.5000 .83887 28 
Total 
1.00 1.8056 .78073 72 
2.00 1.5787 .80042 178 


























Table 13  
Means and Standard Deviations for Standard 5. Assessments   
 
Approximate time since your last  
administrative evaluation. 
less than ten = 1  
more than ten = 2 
Mean Std. Deviation N 
Within the past 12 months  
 
1.00 1.7895 .77314 57 
2.00 1.7374 .88739 99 
Total 1.7564 .84527 156 
Within the past 24 months  
 
1.00 2.1000 .99443 10 
2.00 1.6875 .85443 48 
Total 1.7586 .88477 58 
Within the past 36 months  
 
1.00 2.2500 1.50000 4 
2.00 1.5217 .79026 23 
Total 1.6296 .92604 27 
Total 
1.00 1.8592 .85014 71 
2.00 1.6941 .86378 170 








Table 14  
Standard 6. Classroom Management 
 
Approximate time since your 
last  
administrative evaluation. 
less than ten = 1  
more than ten = 2 
Mean Std. Deviation N 
Within the past 12 months  
 
1.00 1.7627 .77324 59 
2.00 1.4951 .75243 103 
Total 1.5926 .76860 162 
Within the past 24 months  
 
1.00 2.0000 .89443 11 
2.00 1.4167 .73899 48 
Total 1.5254 .79559 59 
Within the past 36 months  
 
1.00 1.5000 .57735 4 
2.00 1.2692 .66679 26 
Total 1.3000 .65126 30 
Total 
1.00 1.7838 .78112 74 
2.00 1.4407 .73711 177 














Table 15  












Approximate time since your last  
administrative evaluation. 
less than ten = 1  
more than ten = 2 
Mean Std. Deviation N 
Within the past 12 months  
 
1.00 1.7627 .77324 59 
2.00 1.4951 .75243 103 
Total 1.5926 .76860 162 
Within the past 24 months  
 
1.00 2.0000 .89443 11 
2.00 1.4167 .73899 48 
Total 1.5254 .79559 59 
Within the past 36 months  
 
1.00 1.5000 .57735 4 
2.00 1.2692 .66679 26 
Total 1.3000 .65126 30 
Total 
1.00 1.7838 .78112 74 
2.00 1.4407 .73711 177 







Table 16  
Means and Standard Deviations for Standard 8. Professional Responsibility 
 
Approximate time since your last 
administrative evaluation. 
less than ten = 1 
more than ten = 2 
Mean Std. Deviation N 
Within the past 12 months 
1.00 1.4815 .69338 54 
2.00 1.4000 .63564 100 
Total 1.4286 .65537 154 
Within the past 24 months 
1.00 1.2222 .44096 9 
2.00 1.1702 .43335 47 
Total 1.1786 .43095 56 
Within the past 36 months 
1.00 1.3333 .57735 3 
2.00 1.0800 .27689 25 
Total 1.1071 .31497 28 
Total 
1.00 1.4394 .65934 66 
2.00 1.2907 .55916 172 














Table 17  
Test of Interaction between Time since Last Evaluation (Eval) and Experience (Exper)  
 




1 Support of District Goals    
     Time since last Eval 2, 247 2.365 .096 
     Experience 1,247 4.492 .035 
     Time X Exper 2,247 2.092 .126 
 
2 Content Knowledge    
     Time since last Eval 2,244 .612 .543 
     Experience 1,244 1.985 .160 
     Time X Exper 2,244 1.308 .272 
 
3 Planning    
     Time since last Eval 2,244 .516 .598 
     Experience 1,244 4.281 .040 
     Time X Exper 2,244 1.350 .261 
 
4 Instruction    
     Time since last Eval 2,250 .337 .714 
     Experience 1,250 4.669 .032 
     Time X Exper 2,250 1.395 .250 
 
5 Assessments    
     Time since last Eval 2,241 .391 .677 
     Experience 1,241 4.340 .038 
     Time X Exper 2,241 1.381 .253 
 
6 Management    
     Time since last Eval 2,251 .932 .395 
     Experience 1,251 4.859 .028 
     Time X Exper 2,251 .666 .515 
 
7 Professional Growth    
     Time since last Eval 2,242 .979 .377 
     Experience 1,242 3.468 .064 
     Time X Exper 2,242 1.137 .322 
 
8 Professional Responsibility    
     Time since last Eval 2,238 2.749 .066 
     Experience 1,238 .831 .363 
     Time X Exper 2,238 .125 .882 







Qualitative Data Analysis and Findings 
The second research question was: What factors do teacher report account for 
their responses to evaluative feedback. To address this question, two sources of 
qualitative data were obtained: interview responses and responses to open-ended 
questions at the end of the Response to Evaluation survey. The process of analyzing both 
of these sets of data was similar in that both used inductive content analysis (Apostolos et 
al., 2014, Castro et al., 2010; Lodico, 2010). First, in careful reading and re-reading, 
words and phrases that denoted emotion or valuation were underlined. Words and phrases 
that fit into this initial group included, I feel, I need, my concern, I believe, and I should.  
These thoughts indicated that the subject matter was important to the interviewee or 
survey respondent. Then, responses were categorized by both experience and the factors 
that influence teaching practices (social, personal, and organizational factors). The three 
groups, social, personal, and organizational, were selected because the professional 
growth models of Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1992) predict that these factors influence 
teachers’ decision making and motivation across the span of their careers. As this was 
done, it was observed that a fourth group emerged, that of student needs, which did not fit 
categorically into one of these three areas. In an interview with an experienced teacher, it 
was noted that this factor seemed to be integrated into the other three. As such, student 
needs became a fourth category of factors that affect teaching practices. Data from both 






percentages of the four groups and most common themes. The percent of teacher 
responses in these four categories are shown in figure 3.  These data show that student 
needs were a formative factor for the three most experienced teacher groups. However, 
this category was noted less as experience increased. Personal factors were noted by the 
least experienced teachers and teachers of ten to fifteen years more than for the other two 
groups. Organizational factors showed an increase over experience with the most 
experienced teachers responding that it influenced their practices more than any other 
group of experience. The mention of social factors was highest for new teachers and 
lowest for teachers of ten to fifteen years. 




In addition, out of all responses, two groups emerged: factors the accounted for 






did not change practices. Scriven (1991) determined that feedback is formative if it 
changes the practices of the evaluatee.  The formative factors were those listed in the 
first open-ended question that specifically asked teachers to account for the changes they 
made in response to evaluative feedback. The non-formative factors were those listed in 
the second open-ended response that asked teachers to account for why they did not 
change practices in response to feedback. The interview data were combined with the 


















Table 18.  




Personal New role 
Personal beliefs 
Desire to move up on pay scale 
Courses taken 
Desire to move on pay scale 
Demands of family 
Do not know the standards 
No need  
I can do it myself 
Social Formative administrative feedback  
Interaction with colleagues 
Negative feedback was formative 
Do not have support 
No colleagues in my area 
Value colleague input more 
No formative feedback given 
Evaluator lacks expertise 
Evaluator lacks experience 
Do not see value in feedback 
Feedback not timely 
Lack of rapport with 
colleagues 
Do not respect evaluator 
Organizational Writing new assessments 




Data collected by school 
Building goals 
Professional development 
Communication with family 
Access to technology 
Change in curriculum 
Need education on school  
initiative 
Location of room in building  
Parent expectations 
Ineffective district initiatives 
No access to technology 
Lack of funding 
No time in contract 




































































Emergent themes that appeared in at least 20% of the data as suggested by Castro 
and colleagues (2010) were to be considered significant. However, no one theme had this 
percentage.  Figures Four and Five show themes that appeared in over 10% of the open-
ended responses for both the formative and the not formative groups. For each group, 
three factors appeared in the over 10% categories. 
Figure 4. Formative Factors: Top Three Percentages              Figure 5. Non-formative Factors: Top Three Percentages                                               
    
Since the survey explicitly asked teachers if they made changes to practices in 
response to evaluative feedback, it is not surprising that teachers who changed, list 
administrative feedback as a factor related to their change. This occurred for just over 
18% of the teachers who reported that they made changes. Comments such as: “My 
evaluator suggested changes for the better,” and “I asked for help from my administrator 






did not receive formative feedback. “Standards were not discussed,” was a common 
phrase used in the open-ended responses in this category. Approximately 15% of 
teachers who made changes did so as a result of collegial interactions, while 
approximately 11% did so solely out of personal motivation to change. One teacher 
wrote, “I am passionate about finding new strategies and resources to give them my best 
every day. It is part of my professional fabric.”  If teachers did not make changes to 
practices, over 35% said it was because they did not need to change. One teacher, 
reflecting similar comments from others in this group, said, “There was nothing in my 
evaluation that would guide me to make changes. It was, ‘Everything looks good. Sign 
here.’” Approximately 23% said they did not have time to enact change.  
Discrepant responses were those that did not appear in more than two persons. For 
formative factors, these included personal hobby, personal belief, desiring to move up on 
the pay scale, negative feedback, respect of the administrator, and access to technology. 
Discrepant factors that were listed as reasons that teacher did not change included: not 
understanding the feedback, lack of colleagues in content area, parent expectations, 
feedback was not received in a timely fashion, lack of funding, and demands of family 
life. 
Details from the Interviews. 
In the course of the interviews, in-depth discussion of how various personal, 
social, and emotional factors influenced teaching practices yielded further information. 






interviews, the teachers provided greater detail that helped in understanding how various 
factors influenced their practices. The most common themes that emerged included the 
desire to meet student needs, personal motivation, the need for or lack of high quality 
professional development, and positive collegial support. These themes will be addressed 
in this section. 
The needs of students were formative factor and noted by all teachers in the 
interviews, with more experienced teachers stressing the importance of differentiating 
curriculum than less experienced teachers. For example, a teacher with two years of 
experience shrugged when asked about this, and said that he would occasionally discuss 
strategies with other teachers on how to help individual students. A teacher with over 15 
years of experience leaned forward and emphatically noted that she tailors her instruction 
for each class of students. “I teach completely differently to my third block students than 
I do to my first,” she said. 
More experienced teachers discussed that their motivation to improve instruction 
was intrinsic. An experienced middle school teacher said she had doesn’t rely on the 
evaluative feedback as much as she learns on her own through reading and taking 
workshops. She mentioned that if she does not have the chance to learn, she feels that she 
is letting her school down. A language arts teacher enthusiastically talked about a book 
she recently read to improve reading strategies. Other teachers mentioned the courses 
they had taken or the additional degrees they obtained. Newer teachers mentioned in-






however, were divided on the formative effect of in-school professional development 
opportunities. “We get no quality PD,” one 20-year veteran stated flatly. Another 
experience teacher said, “I get ideas from professional development,” but, she 
emphasized, “We have had some PD with people that I don’t so much respect.” 
While teachers in a number of open ended responses noted that learning 
communities were formative, interview data exposed the nuance in this theme. One 
experienced teacher said that she was “blessed” to have the configuration in her schedule 
to meet with her eighth grade team every day.  However, a teacher in her first year who 
was not particularly expressive in the majority of the interview, said that the interaction 
with staff was “overwhelming.” She noted that since she was part of two teacher teams, 
she felt that she was constantly trying to understand established patterns and practices. 
Even so, this same teacher described the benefits of one on one interaction with two 
instructional coaches who could address her needs as a new teacher better. “They have 
helped tremendously,” she stated. 
Most teachers discussed district initiatives that were designed to improve 
practices, but were not working to this end. These were noted as not formative. Primarily 
organizational initiatives, these factors included inadequate functioning of collaborative 
teams, not enough professional development, and lack of time to implement the myriad 
of district initiatives designed to improve instruction. A high school physics teacher spent 
ten minutes in the interview detailing the district initiatives that were rolled out at a quick 






people in the district office who want this radical change in education and they want it 
fast. No professional learning. No discussion among teachers...just carte blanche.” 
It was clear from the interviews that the least experienced teachers found the 
feedback formative while the most experienced teachers did not. “I trust what they say 
because I’m very new within the profession,” a second year physical education teacher 
said. Both new teachers that were interviewed listed specific feedback that they found 
helpful or formative. One said, “I was doing a soccer unit and she (evaluating 
administrator) had experience with that. So, I asked for help. It was very helpful.” The 
other new teacher said that she appreciated that the administrator had insight into how she 
could help a particular group of students. In general, almost no experienced teacher could 
cite any specific item of administrative feedback that changed their practices. “It’s just a 
joke,” a seven-year teacher said sharply, “They don’t talk to you, then you get an email 
and you set up a time with them...it only happened once.” A twelve-year veteran said, 
“The feedback I got was telling me what I did well. No room for improvement. It was a 
pretty short observation. So, I didn’t change anything.” Another admitted, “The 
administrator doesn’t know much about music to give a fair evaluation. So, our post-
conference was me telling them why I do different things. I haven’t gotten much feedback 
that was useful.” Overall, of the nine teachers, six found the feedback non-formative and 
three found it formative (two of these were the least experienced teachers). 
Less common themes that emerged from the interviews included amount of 






district to form instruction around student test results. Discrepant interview data included 
a lack of follow-up on the evaluative observation and a room location that prohibited 
collegial interaction. For example, a first grade teacher in a large school district with 
twelve years of experience was angry because her evaluator never followed up on the 
post conference meeting, so she only received an email with the feedback. A music 
teacher noted that the band room was too far away from the rest of the classrooms to 
promote collegial interactions.  
Integrating the Qualitative and Quantitative Data. 
In both sets of data, the majority of teachers found evaluative feedback as not 
formative to their teaching practices. The largest weighted average on Standard Six, 
Assessments, correlated to the movement towards standards based grading noted by 
teachers in interviews and open-ended questions. This initiative is an organizational 
movement in the state under study. When the zero responses were removed, Standard Six 
again had the highest average. The number and percentage of teachers who said they did 
not make changes in response to evaluative feedback was supported by the interview 
data. Experience was found to be significant in Standards One, Four, and Six which was 
supported in part by qualitative data. In these areas (support of district goals, instruction, 
and classroom management), less experienced teachers reported more change than more 
experienced teachers. While interviewed teachers also reported this, the specific areas of 
change do not necessarily correlate. The teachers who did respond formatively to 






Standard One, Support of District Goals. In fact, no novice teacher in the interviews 
made any reference to the organizational factors that more experienced teachers noted 
were formative.  While organizational factors were significantly related to experience in 
the survey, they were not in information derived from the interviews. 
Evidence of Trustworthiness and Credibility 
 In this study, threats to validity included the reliability of the Response to 
Evaluation survey, the sample size, the response rate, the probability that respondents 
have extreme viewpoints, and the time since the last feedback was provided. Each of 
these issues will be addressed in this section with references to the plan proposed in 
Chapter Three. 
 There are about 35,000 K-12 teachers in the state under study. The survey was 
sent via email to 5700 of them and 270 responded with completed responses. While it 
was hoped that more would respond to improve the strength of the inferences from the 
statistics, this did not happen. The email invitation may have landed in the teachers’ spam 
folders. In addition, the survey was sent around the time most schools change terms, 
making it a busy time for teachers. The open-ended responses, which most teachers 
completed (even though this was optional) might be a clue to the extent to which the 
survey represented extreme viewpoints of respondents. While some wrote long 
explanations fraught with frustration about how their evaluative feedback system was 
ineffective, most gave simple responses telling what factors were most formative to their 






memory of the feedback and the changes implemented as a result could be called into 
question. Approximately 63% of the teachers, however, had their last feedback within the 
12 months prior to the survey. Only 12% had the feedback within 36 months of the 
survey. These data improve the reliability of the results. In addition, the ANOVA was 
found that the time since the last feedback did not influence the response to feedback on 
any of the standards. 
 The qualitative and quantitative data were triangulated in the results section. Data 
that were similar and dissimilar were noted. The qualitative data generally supported the 
quantitative findings. In other words, teachers primarily did not change practices in 
response to feedback and listed factors that accounted for this.  
 Threats to construct validity were addressed by having four of the researcher’s 
colleagues view the survey and provide feedback on how well it expressed the intent of 
the State Teaching Standards and how appropriate the response scale was. All of the 
teachers that tested the survey format found it accurate and easy to use. In addition, they 
found the response choices adequate for what they wanted to express in terms of changes 
made in response to evaluative feedback. The construct validity was further strengthened 
as not one emailed teacher negatively critiqued the survey or its response choices. Open-
ended survey responses were compared to interview responses and many similarities 
were found, further strengthening validity of the design. However, differences in these 
qualitative data sets were noted. For example, while experienced teachers noted that 






ended responses. In addition, collaborative learning teams were noted as particularly 
formative in teachers who responded to the survey, but teachers who were interviewed 
found that the formative goals of these collaborative groups were not being met 
consistently. 
Threats to external validity include those that inhibit applying findings to a larger 
population (Creswell, 2013). There is no question that the results primarily apply to 
evaluative feedback in the state under study. Responses from teachers willing to be 
interviewed indicated that teachers from all over the state in both large and small schools 
responded to the survey. The results showed that teachers’ responses to feedback were 
similar to those found in other states in terms of not being formative. Cite literature from 
chapter 2? Initiatives in the state under study may not be the same as other states so 
organizational influences on teaching practices would be expected to differ. Collaborative 
learning teams, well-established in many of the state’s schools, may not be as well-
established in other states. This would affect the importance that was placed on social 
factors on teaching practices. 
Guba and Lincoln (1985) suggested that the term credibility should be used to 
differentiate the concept of validity in qualitative work from positivistic, quantitative 
research. Guba and Lincoln (1985) noted that qualitative data can be made more credible 
by use of triangulation, prolonged engagement in the field, and identification of 
disconfirming evidence. The interview data was compared to the quantitative findings in 






teachers while respecting their time. At the end of every interview, teachers were asked if 
they had anything further to say about their response to evaluative feedback. Some 
teachers did, others could think of nothing else to say. Saturation of data was partially 
achieved in the interviews. In one category of experience, ten to fifteen years, only one 
teacher was interviewed because no other teacher in that category volunteered. In all 
groups of experience, some teachers who initially volunteered to be interviewed did not 
respond to repeated requests by the researcher to schedule a time. Thus, it was difficult to 
get enough people to achieve complete saturation of data. Even so, in two groups of 
experience, three people were interviewed which exceeded expectations.  
Surprisingly, only two of the interviewees seemed to have extreme viewpoints, 
one very negative about the feedback and her ability to change, and one the complete 
opposite. These data were compared to the entire sample and noted as extremes. Other 
disconfirming data were noted throughout the results sections. To achieve what Patton 
(2002) called empathic neutrality, the researcher refrained from expressing opinions 
about the interviewees’ responses. This is clearly documented in the transcripts. Finally, 
field notes on interviewee demeanor and situational events during the interview were 
recorded. These notes were critical in the analysis of the data since the vocal tone and 
body language of the teachers played a role in further interpreting the meaning of their 
words. 
 To determine content validity, the sincerity of the interviewees was assessed to 






open to speaking to the researcher, but began the interviews somewhat hesitantly. Sharing 
information with a stranger was most likely not comfortable for them. Some were eager 
to talk once they got started, other warmed into the interview slowly. Content validity 
was strengthened by a cross checking process by which the interviewees were given the 
transcripts of their interview as well as the themes that emerged.  
 Transferability is the degree to which the findings and inferences can be applied 
to others within the population and outside the population (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2008). 
In this case, the sample demographics included teachers of all categories of experience. 
The survey was sent to both the largest and smallest school districts in the state, so data 
can be applied to schools of all sizes. However, the state under study, has some initiatives 
that may not apply to other states. Standards based grading, collaborative learning 
communities, and aligning instruction to the State Core Standards all impacted how 
teachers responded to feedback. These organizational influences on teaching practices 
may not apply to other states.   
 Dependability in qualitative data is similar to reliability in quantitative data. To 
ensure dependability, all interview data were transcribed verbatim, an interview protocol 
(Appendix B) was followed strictly. A reflexive journal was kept by the researcher to 
make sure that the biases of the researcher and the rationale for decisions made were 
transparent. Extended quotes from the transcripts and the open ended responses have 
been included in the findings section of this chapter. Efforts were made to provide thick, 






transparent (Flick, 2007). The interview protocol ensured that all interviewed teachers 
knew the purpose of the study, had assurances of confidentiality, and that they would 
have access to the transcripts and data. All survey respondents were given a link to access 
the data in October, 2016. 
Conclusion 
In this chapter, the results were presented. The setting of the study and 
demographics of the sample were described. The data analysis strategy for both the 
quantitative and qualitative data was reviewed and compared to the planned strategy as 
presented in the proposal. The quantitative and qualitative data were presented in table, 
figure, and narrative form. Discrepant data was noted. Qualitative and quantitative data 
were integrated. Finally, issues of trustworthiness and credibility were analyzed. In the 
next chapter, the findings will be discussed and inferences based on the data will be 















In this chapter, the data will be analyzed and interpreted. Claims that are 
supported by evidence will be outlined with explanations offered. All claims will be 
integrated with the current literature and theory that was presented in Chapter Two. The 
possible inferences and limitations to the inferences will be presented. Finally, the 
significance of this study to the body of literature and stakeholders in education who are 
connected with teacher evaluation will be established. 
 This purpose of this mixed methods study was to see if teachers made significant 
changes to their teaching practices in response to evaluative feedback, to determine if the 
amount of change was influenced by experience, and to determine what factors account 
for teachers’ responses. In brief, the data show that teachers make few changes in 
response to evaluative feedback. In fact, in most of the eight State Teaching Standards, 
only half of the teachers reported making any changes at all. Further, experience was not 
significantly related to change in five of the eight standards. It was significant in three 
standards: instruction, classroom management, and support of district goals. Finally, no 
significant relationship was found between the amount of reported change and the time 






Interpretation of the Findings 
Research Question One: Do teachers make changes to practices in response to 
evaluative feedback? 
This study addressed the lack of quantitative data on changes made to teaching 
practices in response to evaluative feedback. The first research question focused on 
whether or not the evaluative feedback was formative. Scriven (1991) defined formative 
feedback as that which leads to improvements in practices. While no cutoff point was 
established in this study to differentiate between formative and summative feedback, 
teachers did have the opportunity to say categorically if they changed or did not. In this 
study, evaluative feedback was not found to be formative. For example, most teachers in 
six of the eight State Teaching Standards did not change in response to feedback. Further, 
if they did change, they reported making minor changes to existing practices.  
To understand this response, it is necessary to listen to what teachers said in the 
survey and interviews. For example, teachers said the number one reason teachers that 
they did not change, was that neither they nor their administrator saw a need for change. 
In other words, no formative suggestions were provided nor were any seen as necessary. 
This response was seen particularly in reference to Standard Eight, Professional 
Responsibility (follows codes of conduct), where teachers noted that they should not be 
employed if they were not already meeting this standard. The conceptual models of 
professional growth cited in this paper are relevant in understanding part of this response. 






grouped by Fessler (1991) in the competency stage or by Steffy (2000) in the professional 
stage. It is at this stage that teachers, having experimented with multiple practices 
through the years, found those that work best for them and their students. Other 
researchers have found that evaluative feedback is primarily summative in schools in the 
United States. Darling-Hammond (2013) documented that most feedback in the United 
States is summative. Teachers have noted across the United Sates have said that feedback 
was vague or not relevant and not useful for improving practices (Donaldson, 2012, 
Mahar, 2010). This type of feedback is considered not formative. Weisberg (2009) found 
that 99% of the teachers in the United States get a satisfactory rating. No suggestions are 
provided for improvement. Weisberg (2009) noted that the high percentage of teachers 
with satisfactory ratings does not reflect the reality of the workplace where almost 
everyone performs without need to improve. Thus, it is clear from the data that schools in 
this particular state are providing mostly summative feedback despite the expressed goal 
of the state (State of Iowa, 2013b) that their evaluation system is formative.  
 Why didn’t teachers change in response to feedback? First, as mentioned above, 
they did not receive formative feedback. However, many said they did. This was 
especially noted in the responses of novice teachers and rarely mentioned by more 
experienced teachers. If teachers did receive formative suggestions, they viewed them as 
changes that they and their administrator found relevant. However, nearly a quarter of the 
teachers noted that, even if the feedback was formative, they did not have enough 






implement the suggested changes, then the formative intent of the feedback becomes 
moot. Anast-May (2011) found the post-observation conferences between the teacher and 
the administrator were important in facilitating change, but few teachers in this study 
mentioned these meetings. 
It appears from their responses that the feedback is summative and that other 
factors, such as interaction with colleagues, are more formative to their practices than the 
feedback itself. Schools in the state are providing mostly summative feedback despite the 
expressed goal of the state (State of Iowa, 2013b) to have an evaluation system that is 
formative. If teachers do not have enough time to implement the suggested changes, then 






Research Question Two: Does experience play a role in teachers’ responses to 
Feedback? 
The second research question addressed whether or not experience related 
significantly to the amount of reported change. Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1991) 
developed professional growth models that posit that experience influences how teachers 
implement changes to their practices. Multiple studies support these models (Antoniou, 
2012; Maskit, 2011, Richter, 2011, Taylor & Tyler, 2012). The findings of this study 
clearly show that experience influences teachers in the areas of support of district goals, 
instruction, and classroom management with less experienced teachers changing more 
than experienced teachers and that experience is not a factor in the other five standards 
(content knowledge, planning, assessment, professional growth, and professional 
responsibility). Significant differences were found between teachers of less than 10 years 
of experience and more than 10 years of experience in these three of the eight standards 
(support of district goals, instruction, and classroom management). 
Why might just three standards vary in relationship to teaching experience? First, 
the nature of the evaluation systems might make some practices more observable than 
others. Because the feedback in this state is provided after one or two brief classroom 
observations, it is possible that standards regarding classroom management and 
instructional practices are focused on with greater intensity than alignment and 
differentiation of assessments and professional growth. It is difficult to address the sub-






classroom observation. Secondly, the standard addressing support of district goals would 
be one on which administrators would focus since those goals are ones set by the 
administrators. Thus, if a district has decided to implement a new assessment strategy and 
wants all the teachers to do this, administrators would have this in the fore of their minds 
as they observe the teacher. This standard includes organizational initiatives such as 
standards based grading, new science standards, establishment of collaborative data 
teams, and development of common formative assessments. Of course, the easiest 
standards to evaluate in classroom are instruction and classroom management since this is 
directly observable when the administrator is in the room. Teachers, knowing that the 
administrator is coming in to observe, would try to highlight their best practices in these 
areas. Standards seven and eight, Professional Growth and Responsibility, may be less 
observable.  
Finally, unless the administrator has expertise in the teacher’s content area, he or 
she may not be able to provide feedback on Standard 2, Content Knowledge. This may be 
more applicable at the high school level than lower grades. For instance, in specialty 
subjects, such as physics or Spanish, the administrator may not know enough to 
determine if the teacher is competent or teaching using current pedagogical research for 
the content area, much less provide suggestions. Lack of administrator expertise in the 
discipline was cited by some as a reason for not changing practices and has been cited by 






Finding no relationship between experience and changes to practices in most of 
the standards might be explained by examining the nature of the sample. Over 50% of the 
respondents were teachers with 15 or more years of experience. More experienced 
teachers may be resistant to these changes, having endured many such initiatives over the 
course of their career (Steffy, 2000). More experienced teachers said that they rely more 
on their own judgment or colleagues than that of an outside observer. In fact, these two 
factors were listed in the top three formative factors. Research has shown that novice 
teachers respond differently to feedback compared to experienced teachers (Daley & 
Kim, 2010; Papay & Johnson, 2012).  Experienced teachers in the wind-down stage as 
described in the Fessler (1991) model, are not interested in adding to their practices 
despite what the district puts forward. Inexperienced teachers, on the other hand, were 
found in this study to be more open to formative feedback. Steffy and Fessler predict that 
teachers in the less experienced stages are open to and experiment with new teaching 
practices. This also confirms what Taylor and Tyler (2012) found that the most growth 
occurs in the first three to five years of the teacher’s career. Finally, more experienced 
teachers, having experimented over the years, have found practices that work best for 
them and their students. They make minor adjustments as student needs demand. 
Antoniou (2013) noted that experienced teachers improved relationships with students 
over time, but made only minor changes to teaching skills. 
Another reason that experience was not found as significant in this study was the 






feedback from their administrator. They were not directly asked if they made changes in 
response to suggestions from colleagues or at their own initiative. In the qualitative 
portion of this study, they noted these factors, but the study specifically asked them about 
feedback from their administrators. Thus, while teachers have been found to change their 
practices over time (Fessler, 1991; Maskit, 2011; Steffy, 2000), their response to 
administrative feedback does not show any trend. 
Qualitative Research Question: What factors account for teacher responses to 
Feedback? 
The professional growth models of Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1991) account for 
teacher behavior by situating practices in the personal, social, and organizational contexts 
in which they work. Research has supported that these factors influence teaching 
practices (Anast-May, 2011; Eros, 2013; Gaudreault & Woods, 2013; Meister & Ahrens, 
2011). This study found that these factors did indeed affect teaching practices. In 
addition, an additional group, student needs, emerged that influenced practices of 
experienced teachers. In fact, Kyrkiades (2009) found that experienced teachers were 
able to differentiate based on what they did with individual students. Steffy (2000) said 
that teachers in the expert stage were able to use student feedback to monitor and adjust 
their instruction. Likewise, Fessler (1991) wrote that experienced teachers were able to 
plan instruction based on student feedback. 
The findings of this study indicate that personal, social, and organizational 






factors listed by each group of teachers varied with social factors generally becoming less 
formative and organizational factors increasing in formative value over time. Fessler 
(1991) emphasized that his Career Cycle model was not linear and that teachers will 
experience differences in influences over time. Steffy’s (2000) Life Cycle of the Career 
Teacher model indicates that personal, social, and organizational influences will change 
over the course of the career. Past research supports this finding. An increased sense of 
self-efficacy, changes in the depth of relationships with colleagues, and relationships with 
administrators have all been found to change over the course of a career (Anast-May, 
2011; Eros, 2013; Gaudreault & Woods, 2013; Meister & Ahrens, 2011). 
 In this research, it was found that social influences on teaching practices decline 
over the first fifteen years of practice and increase after that. Factors such as relationships 
with colleagues, suggestions from administrators, and perception of evaluator expertise 
were cited as important. Of the factors that influenced teaching practices, social 
influences were reported in 48% of the novice teachers, 40% of the teachers of four to 
nine years of experience, and 30% of teachers in the next group. However, this 
percentage increased to 36% in the most experienced group. The professional growth 
models support this finding. While reliance on colleagues is important for newer teachers, 
it becomes less important for experienced teachers (Fessler, 1991; Steffy, 2000). 
Teachers become increasingly self-reliant as they try strategies and find what works for 
them and their students (Fessler, 1991; Steffy, 2000). These more experienced teachers 






collaborative learning teams or departmental discussions as was noted in the qualitative 
data in this study. Teachers in mid-career begin shift social relationships as they start to 
rely on social networks including classmates in courses, and connections made in 
professional organizations (Fessler, 1991; Steffy, 2000). 
 In this study, organizational influences on teaching practices were found to 
increase in importance over time. Factors in this category included initiatives to write 
new assessments, implementing standards based grading, data collection by the district, 
access to technology or lack thereof, and the need to implement the Common Core 
Standards. Of the factors that influenced teaching practices, only 28% of novice teachers 
listed organizational factors, while 37% of experienced teachers reported organizational 
influences. Increases in this percentage were seen over time in all groups of experience. 
Both the Steffy (2000) and Fessler (1991) models predict that teachers learn to live within 
the organizational structure and might be dulled by institutional routines. However, 
teachers in this study report that district goals are distinct influence on their practices. As 
noted earlier, state initiatives mandate changes in teaching practices in this state.  
The data indicate that the influence of students on teaching practices is not 
formative in novice teachers. Student needs were not mentioned by novice teachers at all. 
They were noted by 12% of teachers in the next group, 9% in the ten to 15-year group, 
and 8% of teachers in the over 15-year group. Novice teachers tend to use strategies they 
learned in pre-service education and feel stress as they embark on trying these practices 






the classroom, they expand their ability to develop relationships with students (Fessler, 
1991; Steffy, 2000). Because experienced teachers have tried and succeeded with 
teaching strategies, they have a variety of strategies they can use to differentiate 
instruction. Teachers in the enthusiastic stage of Fessler’s (1991) model and the expert 
stage of Steffy’s model use intuition to differentiate instruction based on student needs. 
Both cognitive and behavioral needs were listed as influential to teachers in this study. 
The data show that social influences are primarily non-formative while 
organizational influences are formative. Of the factors that were listed as formative, most 
were in the organizational group. Examples included writing new assessments, 
implementing standards based grading, implementing standards, building goals, district-
based professional development, and data collection by district. Of the factors that were 
listed as not formative, the most were in the social group. In this category, any in-school 
personal relationship was grouped. This included relationships with administrators and 
the feedback received from administrators as well as relationships with colleagues. In this 
group, the following were listed: no support for change, no formative feedback received, 
evaluator lacks expertise and experience, lack of respect and rapport with administrator, 
and lack of rapport with colleagues. Because administrative feedback was grouped into 
the social category, and because most teachers found the feedback non-formative, the 
prevalence of this factor is not surprising. As stated earlier, because of statewide 
initiatives that schools are required to implement, the organizational pressure would 






In summary, for teachers to make changes to teaching practices, they need to feel 
efficacious by having self-confidence, peer support, administrative support, and 
organizational support. Formative feedback from administrators was found to be the most 
important factor that determines if teachers make changes to practices even though most 
teachers said they did not receive this. This study showed that when the formative 
feedback is provided, it is effective in achieving its goal of having teachers change.  
Limitations of the Study 
With a mixed methods study, the limitations to making inferences and 
generalizing the data apply to both the quantitative data collection and analysis and the 
qualitative data collection and analysis. There are many areas in this study that must be 
critiqued so that appropriate conclusions can be made. 
First, a critique of the sample. The respondent groups were not even for each 
category of experience. In fact, the response rate of experienced teachers were five times 
greater than novice teachers. If the groups were more evenly distributed, then different 
conclusions might be drawn. This most experienced teachers not only had highest 
response rate on the survey, they were the group that had the highest interest in being 
interviewed. The uneven response rate was the reason that the four experience groups 
were compressed into two groups. This made the inferences from the statistics more 
reliable. However, aggregating data limits the inferences that can made about how 
experience affects teachers inclinations to change. For example, these data cannot be used 






changes than other stages (Richter, 2011) is confirmable. In fact, aggregation of the data 
limits all inferences in relation to experience. 
Besides sample sizes, the sample represents the views of teachers in only one 
Midwestern state. Practices of teachers in other states might yield different results. This is 
especially true when evaluating the social and organizational structures in place that 
support teachers in the state under study. These structures may or may not be in place in 
other states. 
The instrument used for the survey also has a number of limitations. A self-report 
survey can be affected by teacher memories and varying perceptions of the amount of 
change. While the self-report survey provided insight into how teachers responded to 
feedback (Giuseppe, 2006; Looney, 2011), the instrument did ask teachers to recall 
information that was not necessarily provided in the current school year.  While self-
report surveys have generally been found to be reliable in studies where standards were 
implemented (Desimone, 2010), no quantitative test of reliability was conducted for this 
survey. Because reliability is improved with the use of focus groups (Desimone, 2010), 
the interviews were conducted.  
The survey did not ask teachers to report on the actual feedback they received, 
only their responses to the feedback. A more accurate, but timely study, would measure 
teachers’ responses to the actual feedback they received. This type of study would require 






do this. Thus, this study relied on teacher reflections on both the feedback they received 
with some of it, for some respondents being three years prior.  
In addition, there are limitations to the conclusions because the feedback system 
is not uniform in the state. For instance, the instrument used for administrative evaluative 
feedback is not the same throughout all schools in the state. Some instruments may be 
designed to provide only summative feedback while others may have a space to write 
formative suggestions. Also, the implementation of the evaluation systems (number of 
observations, the length of observations, the amount of feedback, the timeliness of 
feedback, and existence of post-observation conferences) is not the same in all schools. 
Some teachers reported that they did not get any feedback at all, while others reported 
multiple administrative observations and follow-u conferences.  
While teachers were asked to report changes made in response to evaluative 
feedback, it is possible that, as they proceeded through the survey, they reported changes 
that were actually a result of other influences. Because teachers make changes to 
practices in response to social, personal, and organizational factors (Fessler, 1991; Steffy, 
2000), a number of these groups might have influenced their response to feedback. For 
instance, they may have received a suggestion from their administrator that a colleague 
later helped them implement. In responding to the survey, they may have reported that 
they changed in response to the administrative suggestion, or they may have attributed 
their change to their colleague’s help. It might even be hard for them to dissect the 






The sample size was smaller than anticipated. An online survey such as the one 
sent has the chance to be filtered by school systems and be sent to spam files. There are 
over 35,000 teachers in the state and 5700 were sent surveys. Only 270 responded in the 
month in which the survey was open. A larger sample size certainly could yield different 
results. If the subgroups of experience were more even, different conclusion might be 
made. For example, teachers with the most experience, have tested teaching strategies 
and found those that work best. Thus, they are less inclined to make additional changes 
(Fessler, 1991; Steffy, 2000). These types of teachers responded more than any other 
group. Even though the sample size was small, the interview data provided the thick, rich 
descriptive information that supplemented the quantitative data and the findings. 
The way in which the qualitative data were grouped influenced the trends 
observed. Because social factors administrative feedback, and this was the topic of this 
study, this factor may have been elevated in importance. If administrative feedback was 
removed from the social group and regrouped into the organizational group, then 
organizational influences would predominate as both formative and non-formative. Steffy 
(2000) and Fessler (1991) grouped the relationship with the administrator as a social 
factor, but it became clear as the study progressed that the feedback might be separated 
from the personal or working relationship. Even so, the survey did not ask for this level 







Due to time constraints in their personal schedules while responding to the 
survey, teachers may not have considered the range of influences that affected their 
practices in the open-ended questions. For example, while other studies found that 
perceptions of evaluator expertise were important to teachers (Mahar, 2010), this study 
had only a few mentions of this factor. Teachers in all groups of experience may have 
provided a partial list. This was apparent in interviews where more details emerged as the 
researcher asked follow-up questions. Adding a list of influences with the option to check 
as many as apply might have provided different data. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Many other approaches to the research questions should be considered for future 
research on evaluative feedback. Prior to this study, only teacher perception of how their 
practices changed existed (Mahar, 2010). This study provided quantitative data that 
addressed specific teaching practices. Even so, the data came from reflections of the 
teachers and not from direct observation. A quantitative direct observation study would 
be an appropriate next step. 
Focusing on one or two teaching practices rather than eight may provide more 
precise information on how feedback is connected to changes in practices. Other studies 
have approached the research in this way (Rathel, 2008). Because the list of practices in 
this study covered all of the State Teaching Standard with multiple sub-criteria, it 
required that teachers be familiar with the standards, be familiar with all the sub-criteria, 






levels of recall made more difficult if the feedback was received more than a year ago. A 
study that directly links feedback on one or two standards to changes would be 
appropriate to address the limitations of this research. Research that focuses on feedback 
received within the past year rather than the past three years might be beneficial.  
The qualitative portion of the study provided a depth of understanding to the data 
that numeric responses only would not. Even so, there are different ways to approach the 
study of what accounts for teacher responses to feedback. A case study might be 
appropriate for this purpose. This could directly link specific feedback to changes over 
time. If a survey was used again, having a drop-down menu of choices might provide 
greater diversity of answers. For instance, some responses that were found as discrepant 
in this study were found in past research to be significant reasons teachers change or do 
not change in response to feedback. It is possible that respondents to this study simply did 
not have time to think about all the possible factors that accounted for their response. 
Because the respondents in this research did not all receive feedback in the same 
way or thought the same format, a study that focuses on one evaluative feedback system 
would be beneficial. This has been done by other researchers (Papay, 2012; Shackman, 
2012). Even though the State Teaching Standards are the same for all districts, the way in 
which the feedback is provided (the feedback form, number of observations, or existence 
of a post-evaluation conference) differs. While this study did not ask about how the 
feedback was provided, separating these variables out would provide data that would help 






research is needed to establish how administrators provide feedback on standards that 
they do not directly observe (professional growth, as an example) in typical classroom 
observations.  
Finally, this study looked at how social, personal, and organizational factors 
affected teachers’ responses to feedback. Focusing on one of these factors in reference to 
change in practice might yield information that would help teachers change. For instance, 
knowing how personal factors such as desire and motivation account for changes might 
help teachers be more self-reflective. Social factors such as collaborative learning teams 
have been studied extensively, but a case study or phenomenological study that links the 
work in these teams to changes in practices is needed.  
Implications for Social Change 
The purpose of this study was to determine if evaluative feedback was formative 
to teaching practices and what factors accounted for changes teachers made in response 
to feedback. The findings have implications for how to improve the formative effect of 
feedback and how school districts can support teachers in responding to feedback. Based 
on the data, it is clear that the feedback is primarily not accomplishing the formative goal 
set by the state (Iowa Department of Education, 2013b, Scriven, 1991). Further this study 
illuminated areas in the feedback system that could be strengthened to improve its 
formative nature. These areas include changing the scope, implementation, 






The state under study has teachers and administrators focus on eight standards, 
with many criteria under each. This wide scope had its advantages and disadvantages. 
Addressing all eight standards in one year requires time to observe, prepare, and follow-
up on the part of both the administrator and the teacher.  Rathel (2008) found that 
feedback was more effective if it focused on one instructional practice at a time. It is 
possible that by having a broad set of evaluative criteria, what the state gains in 
thoroughness, it loses in focus. If evaluators were less pressured to provide a summative 
rating of all eight standards, they might be able to provide specific formative feedback 
that is immediately useful on any of the sub-criteria. Thus, limiting the scope of the 
criteria may improve the efficacy of the feedback. 
In the responses on both the survey and in interviews, it was clear that teachers 
who received formative feedback made changes to their practices. However, the majority 
of teachers did not receive this type of feedback. In fact, one of the top reasons that 
teachers did not change was that they did not receive suggestions for improvement. 
Teachers noted that the short observation time that occurs once or twice every three years 
is not adequate to get an accurate picture of their practices. Thus, the classroom 
observations, standard in most systems across the United States, may not be adequate if 
feedback is to be formative. More formative feedback might be provided if more time 
was allowed for the evaluator to observe and collaborate with the teacher. In interviews, 
teachers that changed their practices did so after the administrator sat down with them 






conferring was noted as important in other research (Anast-May, 2011) and by teachers in 
this study.  
Further, the feedback format needs to support formative comments. If the 
evaluation form has spaces to mark proficient or not proficient only, then administrators, 
strapped for time in an already busy schedule will merely fill out what is there. One 
teacher summed up the feelings of others when they said, “The evaluator basically, says, 
‘Yep, you sure are teaching to all these standards’, or ‘Nope, you are not teaching the 
standards’. It takes them all of about 30 minutes of observation and 10 minutes of writing 
up the evaluation form.”  
Because this study found that experience influences teacher responds to feedback 
in some practices, it is worth examining if differentiating feedback based on experience 
might be useful. While responses in only three of the eight standards showed a significant 
relationship to teaching experience, evaluative feedback that takes experience into 
account in instructional practices, classroom management, and support of district goals 
may be more formative than a one size fits all system. The state under study addressed 
this need by asking evaluators to provide comprehensive feedback to first year teachers. 
However, this feedback is described as summative and nowhere in the guidelines is 
formative feedback mentioned (State of Iowa, 2015). However, a mentoring system that 
is not dependent on administrators is in place that provides one on one colleague support 
to new teachers. This system may be as effective in changing practices as administrative 






mentors addresses the problem of lack of evaluator expertise that some teachers in this 
study noted. Scriven (1991, 1993) wrote that the formative effects of feedback increase if 
the evaluator is an expert in the field. In addition, Scriven believed that feedback was 
more effective if more than one evaluator is utilized. Because administrators are not 
expected to have suggestions for pedagogical changes in all content areas, same content 
colleagues many be a better way to provide formative feedback. However, this type of 
feedback has limitations in that it cannot be part of a formal personnel file (State of Iowa, 
2015). 
Lastly, for teachers to make changes to teaching practices, feedback with support 
structures in place to assist with change is critical. Teachers need to feel empowered to 
change, have self-confidence, peer support, administrative support, and organizational 
support. If feedback is to accomplish its formative goal, these influences need to be 
contextualized (Antoniou, 2013, Creemers, 2013). Administrative feedback needs to be 
accompanied by an assessment of the support structures that are available to the teacher 
with knowledge that these factors vary across the span of a career. In addition, evaluating 
administrators need to be cognizant that the amount of organizational change in a district 
may affect the fidelity of implementation due teacher needs for time and training. This, in 
turn, influences the ability of teachers to act on suggestions in the feedback. Structures 
such as collaboration learning teams and opportunities for professional development were 
noted by teachers in this study as formative. These contextual supports are necessary for 






The feedback system, to meet its explicit goal of being formative, needs to 
change. It is possible that the intended system is not the implemented system. In other 
words, the goals of the evaluation systems may not match with the actual outcomes.  
Conclusion 
The findings from this study add to the literature that measures the efficacy of 
evaluative feedback in promoting changes to teaching practices. Specifically, the data 
should assist educators and researchers in understanding if administrative evaluative 
feedback is formative. The findings should assist administrators and other evaluators 
(peers, outside observers, etc.) in providing feedback that is formative by recognizing the 
social, emotional, and organizational factors that support change as well as how 
experience affects teacher responses to feedback. Evaluator and teachers will benefit 
from information about how evaluative feedback can be made efficacious for teachers of 
all levels of experience, and specialties. Evaluative feedback that fosters professional 
growth benefits all stakeholders-the school, teachers, and students. Evaluative feedback 
that does not result in changes in teaching practice becomes a waste of time for both the 
evaluator and the teacher (Steele et al., 2010; Ramirez, 2010; Donaldson, 2012). 
However, whether or not evaluations lead to change in specific practices has not until 
now been known. Evaluation systems that are not evaluated for the efficacy of the 
feedback affect student achievement and consume administrator time and critical school 
resources. If professional growth is an outcome of the evaluative feedback, schools are 
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Appendix B. Invitation and Consent for Response to Evaluation Survey and Invitation for 
Participation in Interview  
Dear teaching colleague, 
I am asking you to participate in a brief survey of current K-12 Iowa teachers who have 
had an administrative evaluation in the last three years to determine the extent to which 
evaluative feedback from administrators affects teaching practices. This research project 
is part of my doctoral work in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment at Walden 
University and should take about 15 minutes of your time. Participation in this study is 
voluntary, and all responses from the survey will be anonymous.  
 
The survey is available via the link below. Once the survey opens, you will see a list of 
the Iowa Teaching Standards and be asked to tell which criteria you changed, if any, as a 
response to the feedback you received on your most recent administrative evaluation. 
 
The results of the survey will help in the continued assessment Iowa’s evaluation 
practices and policies. This data should help improve teacher evaluations so that they lead 
to improved teaching practices and student learning.   
 
Further, this study will examine why teachers respond to evaluative feedback as they do. 






you about what factors account for your response to evaluations. To participate in the 
interviews, please click on the link below which will lead you to a site that asks for your 
contact information. This site is not linked to the survey so you can be assured of 
confidentiality. My plan is to interview a small sample of teachers of varying years of 
experience. (10 to 12). As such, it is possible that not all who volunteer for this part of the 
study will be contacted. The interviews should take no more than 30 minutes. 
 
If you decide to participate in this survey, you simply need to click below. By clicking on 
the link and filling out the survey, you provide your consent for me to use your responses 
in the study. If you decide to participate in the interview, please click on the interview 
link. Again, all responses are kept completely confidential, and they are protected via 
enhanced security measures on the survey site. You may stop the survey at any time. 
Data will be kept for five years as required by the university, and then all files will be 
deleted. There are minimal risks involved in participating in this research. No participants 
will receive compensation. There is no penalty for deciding not to participate. You may 
print and save a copy of this consent form. You may access the results of this study on 
the link below any time after October 1, XXXX. 
Thank you for your time! 
Sincerely, 
DeEtta Andersen 






Center Point Urbana High School, Science Teacher 
To take the survey, click here: XXXX 
To participate in interview, click here: ZZZZZ 
 
To access the results of the survey and interviews after October 1, 20XX, return to 
the link listed above. 
If you have questions, you may contact me at deetta.andersen@waldenu.edu or at (319) 
849-1102 extension 92230. If you want to talk privately about your rights as a participant, 
you can call Dr. Leilani Endicott at Walden University. Her phone number is 1-612-312-
1210. Walden University’s approval number for this study is 12-29-15-0310539, and it 








Appendix C. Interview Protocol 
Interviewer: DeEtta Andersen 
Interviewees 
Teachers in one Midwestern state who have consented to participate in the study. 
All interviewees will have signed an informed consent form that includes intent to keep 
responses confidential. 
Purpose of interview 
To acquire qualitative data related to reason(s) that teachers changed or did not 
change their teaching practices as a result of evaluative feedback. 
Type of interview 
The researcher will interview teachers one on one. 
Location 
It is expected that the interviews will be conducted at a neutral location away 
from the workplaces of the teachers.  The room will be selected by the interviewer.  
Efforts will be made to ensure that the room is private, comfortable, and free of 
interruptions. 
Method of data recording 







1. Ask the interviewee for his/her informed consent form. The interview cannot 
proceed until the interviewer has the informed consent form in her possession. 
2. Review the informed consent (re-state purpose, benefit, assurance of 
confidentiality and anonymity, when data will be ready for sharing). 
3. Explain how the data will be recorded. 
4. Provide the interviewee with a copy of the State Teaching Standards for 
reference. 
5. Start recorder, ask questions. 
6. Set the context for interviewee:  
a. Think about the feedback you received on the evaluation. I would like you to 
reflect upon the changes, if any, you made to your teaching as a result of this 
feedback. 
 b. I would also like you to think about the factors that accounted for your response 
to your evaluation.  
      7.  Ask questions below. 
      8. Thank interviewee for their participation. 
      9. Assure them that they will receive a copy of the transcripts to review them for    
          accuracy.  
10. Also assure them that they will have access to the de-identified data when the  







Question Rationale Possible answers 
How many years since you 
last received evaluative 
feedback? 
One of the independent 
variables. 
2014-15 year, 2013-14 year, 
2012-13 year, 2011-12 year. 
How many years of 
experience do you have in 
teaching? 
One of the independent 
variables. 
0 to 3 years, 4-9, 10-14, 15 
or more. 
What accounts for the 
changes you made (or did 
not make) to the State 
Teaching Standards? This 
question can be divided 
into two questions: What 
accounts for the changes 
you made? AND What 
explains why you did not 
make changes in response 
to feedback? 
Personal and sociocultural 
pressures influence the 
professional growth of a 
teacher (Fessler, 1992; 
Steffy 2000). 
If they made changes: 
Desire to improve teaching 
practices, desire to please the 
principal, changes improved 
student learning/climate, 
changes were required by the 
school/state, parent 
expectations influence my 
practices, need to improve 
student test scores, change 
was made as a personal 
career goal, 
If they did not make 
changes: 
No time, feedback was 
inaccurate; feedback did not 
relate to what I do in the 
classroom, no changes were 
suggested, no support for 
making change, not enough 
resources, did not understand 
the feedback, do not 
understand the intent of the 
Standard, need help 
understanding or 
implementing change, need 




Follow-up Questions to use 
as needed 
Rationale  Possible answers 






life situation (family 
obligations, hobbies) have 
affected how you 
responded to evaluative 
feedback? 
obligations, personal 
health, outside interests, 
and aspirations influence 
the professional growth of a 
teacher (Fessler, 1992) 
attend workshops or 
conferences. I barely have 
time to get what is expected 
of me done, so innovating is 
out of the question. 
  
How did your personal 
career goals influence your 
response to the feedback? 
Teachers in the professional 
stage of teaching are 
characterized by having a 
commitment to growth 
(Steffy, 2000). 
I want to be a good teacher, 
so I make changes every day.   
How did the culture of the 
school influence how you 
responded to the 
evaluations? In other 
words, how might school 
rules, administrative 
management, public trust, 
or professional 
organizations have 
influenced your response?  
Organizational culture 
influences the professional 
growth of a teacher 
(Fessler, 1992). 
We are supported (not 
supported) by our 
administrator in making 
changes. We are required to 
use student test scores in 
planning curricula. Parents 
expect that the curriculum is 
individualized and rigorous. 
Would like the school to 
support leave time for 
attending conferences. 
How much of a role did 
student test scores or other 
measures of achievement 
influence your response to 
the evaluation? 
Organizational influences 
such as student test scores 
affect the professional 
growth of a teacher 
(Fessler, 1992). 
Test scores are 
important/unimportant in 
changing my practices. 
How much of a role did 
interaction with colleagues 
play in how you responded 
to evaluative feedback? 
 
 
Teachers in the apprentice 
stage rely on collegial 
feedback (Steffy, 2000). 
Collegial interactions 
promote my professional 
growth.  I do not have any 
collegial interactions that 
relate to what I do in the 
classroom. 
How much of a role did 
parental expectations play 
in how you made changes 
to your practice? 
Pressure from community 
members influence teachers 
actions in the classroom 
(Fessler, 1992). Teachers in 
the wind down stage are 
weary of dealing with 
outside expectations 
(Fessler, 1992). 
Parents expect that the 
curriculum is individualized 
and rigorous. 
Some parents are interested, 
others do not care.  
The school board is/is not a 







Professional stage teachers 
forge relationships with 
families (Steffy, 2000). 
 
How much of a role did 
available time in your work 
day play in your response 
to the evaluation? 
Obligations and interests 
outside of work influence 
the motivation of a teacher 
to change (Fessler, 1992).  
I would make more changes 
if I had time. I make the time 
to change, since that is 








Appendix D. Consent Form for Interviews  
Dear Colleague, 
I am asking if you would consent to an interview about what influences the changes you 
make to your teaching in response to feedback from administrators. This interview will 
be conducted in private and all responses will remain strictly confidential. This research 
project is part of my doctoral work in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment at Walden 
University. The interview should take about 1 hour of your time.   
 
A survey sent online to other Iowa teachers will provide information about what teaching 
practices are changed and to what extent. The interviews should add to this information 
by accounting for factors that influence changes you make to your teaching. The results 
of the survey and interviews will help in the continued assessment of Iowa’s evaluation 
practices and policies. This data should help improve evaluations that will lead to 
improved teaching practices, and student learning. 
 
Again, your responses will be kept completely confidential in my final report. 
Participation in this survey is voluntary. You may stop the interview at any time or 
decline to answer any questions at any time. The conversation will be digitally recorded 
for the purposes of accurately recording responses. No one will have access to the digital 
recordings except me. You will be given an opportunity to review the transcripts of our 







Data will be kept for five years as required by the university, and then all files will be 
deleted. There are minimal risks involved in participating in this research. No participants 
will receive compensation. There is no penalty for deciding not to participate. You may 
access the results of this study on the link below any time after October 1, 2016.  





Ph.D. candidate, Walden University 
Center Point Urbana High School, Science Teacher 
By signing below, I consent to participate in the interview. I acknowledge that my 
responses will be kept confidential and that I will have the chance to review the 
transcripts of this interview prior to its use in the study. Further, I understand that I may 
stop the interview at any time and am under no obligation to answer all the questions. 
_____________________________________ _____________________ 
Interviewee      Date 
Contacts and Questions: 
If you have questions, you may contact me at deetta.andersen@waldenu.edu or at (319) 






you can call Dr. Leilani Endicott at Walden University. Her phone number is 1-612-312-
1210. Walden University’s approval number for this study is 12-29-15-0310539, and it 
expires on 12/28/2016. Please save this consent form for your records.  
 
 
 
